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YICTOR ATIYEH

GOvERNOR ' 2575 CENTER STREET N.E., SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE 378-2467

Department of Human Resources

'CORRECTIONS DIVISION

Governor'.

In Noveniber of 1979, the Governor's Task Force on Regional Correctional
Facilities was formed. ‘The mandate of this Task Force was to determine whether
lTocal governments in Oregon and the State might develop new collaborative working
relationships to avoid either the under-utilization of existing resources or
costly duplications in the development of new facilities,

Both Task Force members and subcommittee members gave generously of their
time in an effort to complete the assignment early this summer to allow for a full
review of its findings by both the Governor and the Legislative Assembly prior
to the opening of the 1981 Legislative session. Sixteen meetings were held in
eight different cities during the course of the Task Force and subcommittee
deTiberations., In addition, applications for assistance were mailed to all county
governments with requests that they document their present or future correctional
facilities needs that might in part or whole be addressed through collaborative
efforts with the State. Numbers of inquiries were received and applications
submitted by six local governments from two regions of the Willamette Valley which
contain more than one-half of the state's population.

The issues addressed during our deliberations were neither simple nor
unemotional - how many jail/prison beds are now needed? how many will be needed?
how do you measure this need? once the need is determined, where do you build?
who pays? who manages? who has ultimate responsibility? The Task Force and
subcommittee members explored these and other questions carefully. Their findings
and recommendations should serve as a sound basis upon which public policy in
this field can be formed.

I wish to convey both to the Task Force and subcommittee membership and to
the staff my appreciation for a job well done,

|

R Robért J. Watson -
( ﬂﬁministratpr, Corrections Division

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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© "SUMMARY OF TASK  FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS
SPACE_NEEDS |

As a first priority, the construction of seven hundred and fifty new mediun
security bed spaces for the combined usz of Clackamas, Multnomah, and Wushington
eountzes and the State.

As a second priority, the State should consider the construction of a 320 bed
medium security Regional Facility for the combined use of Marion, Polk and
Yamhill counties and the State..

The State emamined the possibility of adding new bed spaces to existing county
facilities in the event short-term relief is required.

New correctional facilities in Oregon should be constructed to meet the stand-
ards established by the American Correctional Association.

STATE/LOCAL RELATIONSHIPS

The State assume management responsibility for Regional Correctional Facilities.

Construction of Regional Correctional Facilities should be 100% funded by
the State.

Partzczpatzng counties should pay for the bed spaces and programs utilized by
them in a Regional Correctional Facility on a cost per diem basis. «

Partzczpatwng counties should obligate for a minimum number of bed spaces in a.
Regional Facility.

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS/FIELD SERVICES

The State formulate, as a part of its plamning effort for regional facilities,
an operations program that takes full advantage of services now available
through Community Corrections and Field Services programs.

Community corrections programs be maintained at their present levels of funding.

The community corrections "payback" be eliminated for counties that do not have
Regional Correctional Facilities services available to them.

STATUTORY_ IMPLICATIONS 4

N
The Legzslatureenaeteda Llaw, “modeled after ORS Chapter 773 (which estd BZtshed
landfill siting procedures for the Department of Environmental Quality’ ‘th the
Metropolitan Service District), for the siting of Regional Correctional Fasil-
ities. The new law should enable counties to first attempt to site Regional
Correctional Facilities. However, if the county govermments failed to do so,
then the authority for siting would rest with the State Corrections Division.

ORS 169.680 (2) be repealed.

ORS 423,530 be amended to eZimznate the "payback" requirement for counties that
do not have the resources of a Regional Correctional Faczlzty made available to
- them, :

' viii

Background
Information

The Process

GOVERNOR'S TASK FORCE
ON
REGIONAL GORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Oregon Legislature in 1971 authorized the establishment
of Regional Correctional Facilities (ORS 169.610-680).

During the 1979 Legislative session, local government re-
sponse to this legislation led the Joint Ways and Means
Committee to ask for the developmert of "a comprehensive
plan which considers Tocal needs on a statewide basis and
coordinates those needs with the State's requirements for
additional facilities for felon offenders."

The Governor's Task Force on Regional Correctional Faci1jtjes
was formed to develop a comprehensive correctional facilities
plan.

The Task Force established as its first objective the deve}op-
ment of guidelines within which 1oca1 government requests for
assistance could be received and evaluated.

Three subcommittees were formed to examine: 1) the current

and projected facilities space needs of both Tocal and state

government systems; 2) the potential impact of the develop-

ment of a regional facility on Field Services/Community Cor-

rections programs; and 3) the manner in which a regional

facility designed to serve both Tocal and state governments

might best be administered. .

The subcommittees held eleven (11) meetings in seven (7)
different cities to solicit input from local government
officials.

Reports from each of the subcommittees were received and
accepted with amendments at the February 21-22 Task Force
meetings held in Medford.

Guidelines were established and county governments were asked
to apply for assistance by region if there existed a need for
additional bed space in their region. Applications were pre-
sented and reviewed by the Task Force at its final meeting in
The Dalles on June 12-13 and final recommendations formulated.

iX
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The
Guidelines

The
Applicants

Task Force Guidelines and a Local Government Application
format were developed from the findings and recommendations
of the subcommittees as accepted by the Task Force.

Principle among these findings/recommendations were:

- the current need for additional bed space in the Mult-
nomah, Washington, Clackamas, Tri-county area;

- the identification of preferred measurements in the
determination 'of future facilities needs for both mis-
demeanant and felon populations;

- that Regioné] Correctional Facilities should be medjum
security facilities designed to house sentenced adults,
including male and female misdemeanants and felons;

- the primary responsibility for the construction and
operation of a Regional Correctional Facility should
rest with the State;

- the State should fund 100% of construction costs, with
operational costs allocated proportionately to Tocal and
state governments on a per diem use basis.

Apptication packets were sent to all counties in Oregon.

Applications were received from two regions, the Mid-Valley
Region - Marion, Polk and Yamhill counties and the Metro-
politan Region - Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties.

The Mid-Valley Region identified a projected local bed need
of 120 in a proposal for a 320 bed facility with 200 beds
allocated for State use.

~ The Metropolitan Region propcsed a 300 bed facility with no

clear delineation of a local government use pattern or
projected county needs.

Findings &
Reconmendations

The Task Force found an immediate need for 750 additional ‘
beds in the Metropoiitan Region. ‘ %

The Task Force recommends as its first priority the con-
struction of 750 medium security beds in the Metropolitan
Region for sentenced -felons and misdemeanants to be 100%
financed by the State and managed by the State Corrections
Division. These facilities are intended to serve both local
and state systems. Operations costs are to be paid for by
the user governments on a cost per diem basis.

- The Task Force found a need for an additional 320 beds in the

Mid-Valley Region - 200 to be allocated to the state needs and
120 to be allocated to local needs.

The Task Force recommends as a second priority the con-
struction of 320 medium security beds in the Mid-Valley
Region. ’

The Task Force found the Community Corrections and Cor-
rections Division's Field Services programs to be effective,
highly valuable components of Oregon's corrections systems.

The Task Force recommends continued funding of these nrograms }axm;
as complementing components of future correctional facilities L
development. ]

xi
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INTRODUCTION

In 1971, fﬁe Oregon Legislature enacted legisiation (ORS 169.610-680)

that authorized the estab]ishment of regional correctional'faci11ties by local

goverﬁmehts These statutes encouraged a regional approach for the stated:
purpose of encourag1ng "better rehabilitative care to m1sdemeanants The
State further authorized a financial match of no more than 50% state funds

to finance‘a'regioha] correctidna] facility.

169.610 POLICY. It is the policy of the Legislative
Assembly to encourage better rehabilitative care to mis-
demeanants by encouraging the establishment of regional
correctional facilities that can effectively provide a

, program that not only includes better custodial facilities
but also that can provide work release, educational and
other types of leave, and parole supervision by the Cor- v

, rect1ons Division. , {

. 169.620 "REGIONAL CORRECTIONAL FACILITY" DEFINED. As
used in ORS 169.610 to 169.680, "regional correctional
facility" means a -correctional facility used primarily to
house misdemeanant prisoners, prisoners convicted of vio-

" lation of municipal ordinances and persons having pre-
‘trial or post- tr1a1 status.

169.630 JOINT OPERATION OF FACILTTIES OPERATION BY
CORRECTIONS DIVISION. (1) Two or more counties or, two
or more cities, or any combination of them, may by agree-
ment entered into pursuant to ORS chapter 190, operate
a regional correctional facility.

(2) Pursuant to agreement with two or more counties
or two or more cities, or a combination of them, the Cor-
rections Division may operate a regional correct1ona1 '

) fac111ty

169.640 STATUS OF FACILITY FOR CUSTODY OF MISDE-
MEANANTS AND VIOLATORS. (1) For purposes of sentencing
and custody of a misdemeanant, a regional correctional
facility shall be considered a county local correctional
facility.

(2) For purposes of sentencing or custody of a person
for violating a city ordinance, the regional correctional
facility shall be considered a city local correctional
facility.

169.650 STATUS OF FACILITY OPERATED BY CORRECTIONS
DIVISION. A regional correctional facility operated under
agreement by the Corrections Division is not a state in-
stitution but it may be located in the same buildings as
are used for a branch facility authorized by ORS 421.805.

169.667  STATUS OF PERSONS CONFINED IN FACILITY OPERATED
BY CORRECTIONS DIVISION. Persons confined in a regional
correctional facility operated by the Corrections Division
shall be considered to be in the custody of the division
and shall be subject to such rules and regulations as the
division may prescribe.

169.670 TRANSFER OF PERSONS TO FACILITY OPERATED BY
CORRECTIONS DIVISION; COSTS; RETURN; EXCF TION. Whenever
the governing body of a county or city transfers a misde-
meanant or violator or a person with pre-trial or post-
trial status to a regional correctional facility operated
by the Corrections Division, the county or city shall pay
the cost of transportation to and from the facility and
other expenses incidental thereto, including the expenses
of law enforcement officers accompanying him. The Cor-
rections Division shal] cause at the expense of the county
or city, each misdemeanant, violator or person with pre-
trial or post-trial status transferred to its custody under
ORS 169.660 to be returned upon request of the governing
body of the county or city. However, such return is not
required when the release is pursuant to work release or
parole where cother arrangements have been made for his
placement.

169.680 REIMBURSEMENT BY STATE FOR EXPENSES INCURRED
BY CITY OR COUNTY IN OPERATING FACILITY. (1) Subject to the
availability of funds therefore, expenditures incurred by
county or city for a regional correctional facility, whether
operated by the county, city or under agreement with the
Corrections Division, may be subject to reimbursement by
the state in accordance with the provisions of this section
and the regulations of the Corrections Division.

(2) Upon the approval of a county or city plan for a
regional correctional facility, whether to be operated dir-
ectly or by agreement with the Corrections Division, the
Corrections Division may enter into a matching fund relation-
ship with the county or city to finance the regional cor-
rectional facility. 1In &ii cases the matching formula shall
be no greater than 50 percent siate Tunds to 50 percent local
funds.




(3) Subject to appropriation therfore, there may be The Task Force also received testimony from both architectural and bonding
paid to each county or city on account of experditures
subject to reimbursement, 50 percent of.the\net amount
expendad from county or city funds. Any morieys received
by the county or city except state grants or federal funds,
shall be considered a portion of the county or city's
contribution for the purpose of determining the net amount
of funds expended. ;

(4) When certified by the Assistant Director for
Corrections, claims for state reimbursement shall be paid
in the same manner as other claims against the state are

specialists. The most pertinent comments received concerned projected costs of
correctional facility construction and the potential difficulties to be faced in
cross-county bonding. The costs for a medium security faci]ify were anticipated :
to be within the range of $50,000 to $60,000 per bed space in 1980 dollars. An : g};ﬁ

inflation factor of 12-15% per year was suggested. The recommended design approach B
o

paid. , ,
would include 550-600 square feet per person for the total facility; of this, 225
The first request from local goverhments for fihancia1 assistance as provided square feet were allocated for Tiving space.and 325-375 square feet for support
for in ORS 169.680 (2) was received during the 1979 Legislative session. 1In re- services and program space. ) ? ,?
~sponse to this- request, the Joint Committee on Ways and Means determined that prior :
A number of approaches to local government bonded financing of Regional
to the commitment of State resources to tegional correctional facilities, "the : ;
Correctional Facilities were discussed. However, each approach presented diffi- .
-State should develop a comprehensive plan which considers local needs on a statewide B
o ‘ cult Tegal issues. This is particularly true for counties not already a part of
basis and coordinates those needs Wwith the State's requirement for additional o
an intergovernmental service district. State bonded financing of correctional an

facilities for felon offenders."
' facilities would require both a constitutional amendment and a subsequent approval

The éommittee called for the formation of a Task Force to include legislative of a specific levy by the voters.
and 1oca]Vrepresentation,:fto examine the various factors which impact Tocal jail ‘ |
and correctional institution populations and develop a plan to meet‘projected bopu-
Tation increases." The Committee furthervdirected that the Task Force complete its
work by July 1,V]980 to ensure consideration by the Governor for‘inc]usion in his

1981 budget recommendations.y

In November 1979, the Governor's Task Force on Regional Correctional Facilities
w@s'formed. The Task Force was charged with the responsibility of developing a
ébmprehénsive approach for Tocal and state correctional facilities development.

During its deliberations, the Task Force and its subcommittees solicited responses

from local government representatives in meetings in eight cities.
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Following is a 1ist of the Task Force membership and nominators
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MEMBERS

S .

TASK FORCE ON REGIONAL CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES

e

MEMBERS : NOMINATED BY:

The Honorable Dale White

S The Honorable Bob Smith
el Judge, Harney County

Senate Minority Leader

‘The Honorable Kip Lombard

The Honorable Gary Wilhelms
Oregon State Representative

House Minority Leader

The Honorable Ed Lindquist

The Honorable Hardy Myers
Oregon State Representative

Speaker of the House

B e R

~The Honbrab]é Dick Groener

The Honorable Jason Boe
Oregon State Senator

President of the Senate

PRy

The Honorable Hank Dougherty, Chairman P. Jerry Orrick, Executive Director
Polk County Board of Commissioners Association of Oregon Counties

o
g
1

The Honorable Hollie Piht

William M. Dale, dr., President
Circuit Judge, Washington County

Circuit Judges Association

Warren "Bud" Barnes

_ Kenneth D. Goin, President
Sheriff, Washington County

Sheriffs Association

Harl Haas

; Harl Haas, President
District Attorney, Multnomah County

District Attorneys Association

Bi11 Cogswell

The Hondrab]e Victor Atiyeh
Chairman, Board of Parole

Governor, State of Oregon

Bob Watson

! The Honorable Victor Atiyeh
: Administrator, Corrections Division ' Governor, State of Oregon
! .
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The composition of the subcommittees follows:

SPACE NEEDS SUBCOMMITTEE - Harl Haas, Multnomah County District Attorney, Chairman;

Senator Richard Groener, Task Force member; James Ellis, Circuit Court Judge,
i

THE ‘PROCESS Multnomah County; John Piacentini, President Plaid Pantry Stores, Inc.; Kenneth

!

Goin, Sheriff, Linn County; Ruth Hocks, Administrator of Holladay Park Hospitals;

To conduct its initial work, the Task Force was divided into three subcommittees: g o
‘ ’ \ %§ , and Harry Ward, Oregon State Employees Association.

1) SPACE NEEDS - Harl Haas,{Qhairman,‘Dick Groener; 2) COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS - Bud
Barnes, Chairman, Ed Lindquist; 3) LOCAL/STATE CONTROL - Dale White, Chairman, Bill

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS SUBCOMMITTEE - Warren B. Barnes, Sheriff, Washington County,

, .
Cogswell, Hank Dougherty. In addition, Judge Pihl was asked to serve as legal analyst - ; . . ,
) Chairman; Representative Ed Lindquist, Task Force member; Billy Wasson, Director,

for the committees. The subcommittee chairmen were asked to appoint additional sub- . . ) .
‘ B Marion County Community Corrections; Bill Brandt, Staff Assistant, Local Governmen:

committee members and proceed in the manner they deemed most appropriate in the . , . ey
T B Corrections, Corrections Division; Deke Olmsted, Director, Washington County Denart-

examination of their assigned areas of concern. . . N
| | ment of Community Corrections; Carl Mason, Director, Multnomah County Correct'ass

The areas of concern were: Space Needs Subcommittee - to assess current cor-

Division; Ted Abrams, Circuit Court Judge, Klamath County; Robin 0'Brien, Oregon

rectional facilities needs and to determine the manner in which state and local . ‘
Association of Counties; and William Lasswell, District Attorney, Douglas County.

governments might most accukaté]y project their future corrections bed space needs;v

Local/State Control Subcommittee - to determine the best administrative/operations . .
» | LOCAL/STATE CONTROL SUBCOMMITTEE - Judge Dale White, Chairman; Hank Dougherty.

structure for a regional correctional facility designed to service both state and . ) et
| | ‘ ‘ Polk County Commissioner, Task Force member; Bill Cogswell, Chairman, Oregon Puroie

local corrections systems; and, Community Corrections Subcommittee - to evaluate . L. .
o s : : ' Board, Task Force member; Randy Franke, Marion County Commissioner; Jerry dJustice,

the potential impact of a Fegional correctional facility on Field Services/Community ) .

T ‘ Clackamas County Administrative Officer; Jerry Hawley, B.P.S.T., Corrections

Corrections programs and determine guidelines for the planning and implementation of

+

: : ; ’ e Training Coordinator; and Lester Belleque, Chief Jail Inspectar, Corrections
a regional facility that would ensure maximum utilization of existing corrections T o
;"?ésouﬁééélz”Tﬁe‘f{néT‘pfodﬁét of this stage of the Tésk Force work involved the Drvision.
assinilation by the Task Force of the subcommittee findings into a set of guidelines
under which local government proposals for state assistance in the development of

regional Correctiona1 facilities might be evaluated.

- 0.
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Sﬁbcommittee meetings were held tHroughout the state to provide an
oepportunity for 1oca1“government officials to present their views regarding
matters before the Task Force. Eleven meetings were held in seven different
cities during a six week period. Pubiic testimony was received at seven of

these meetings.

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING SCHEDULE

DATE SUBCOMMITTEE | LOCATION
JANUARY 8 SPACE NEEDS * SALEM
JANUARY 21 COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS SALEM
JANUARY 22 SPACE NEEDS * PORTLAND
7 JANUARY 25 LOCAL/STATE PORTLAND
JANUARY 28  SPACE NEEDS * McMINNVILLE
FEBRUARY 5 COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PORTLAND
FEBRUARY 5 SPACE NEEDS * - ~ PENDLETON
FEBRUARY 11 LOCAL/STATE * BURNS
FEBRUARY 14 SPACE NEEDS * C00S BAY
FEBRUARY 19 SPACE NEEDS © PORTLAND
FEBRUARY 21 - ~ LOCAL/STATE * ~ MEDFORD

* Indicates meetings held to receive public testimony.

-10-

In addition to receiving public testimony, two subcommittees, Space Needs
and Community Corrections, sent questionnaires to each county requesting infor-
mation about their current jail populations, current and future space needs, field
services/community corrections programs, and future plans for facility or program‘
expansion.
" The Task Force held five meetings in four different cities.

- TASK FORCE MEETING SCHEDULE

DATE LOCATION
NOVEMBER 20, 1979 SALEM
DECEMBER 14, 1979 PORTLAND
JANUARY 25, 1980 PORTLAND
FEBRUARY 21-22, 1980 MEDFORD
JUNE 12-13, 1980 _ THE DALLES

The initial three meetings were organizational in nature and included the
receipt of testimony from architectural and bonding specialists as background in-
formation for the Task Force members.

At the February 21-22 meetings in Medford, the Task Force received reports
from each of the three subcommittees (Appendix I) and from Judge Pihl concerning

the legal implications of the subcommittee recommendations. From these reports,

b

the guidelines for Task Force evaluation of Tlocal government applications for
Regional Correctional Facilities were formed. The complete application packet
is available in Appendix III of this report.

The final Task Force meetings were held to review the applications received

from local governments. Applications were received from two regions: the Mid-

Va]]ey Region -- Marion, Polk, and Yamhill counties; and, the Metropolitan Region --

Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties. Presentations were received from the

applicant regions and the Task Force formulated its final recommendations.

-11-
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CORRECTIONS IN OREGON - AN QVERVIEW -

Corrections 1in Oregonkcﬁnsists of state and local §&stems'that,provide both

- institutional and community-baseil supervision. The State Corrections Division

is respohsiB]e:for convicted adult felony offenders with sentences of greater
than one year. local programs are fesponsib1e bdth for convicted misdemeanants
and convicted felons with sentences less than one year.

The 1976 Governor's Tasleorcé on Corrections provides an intkoduCtoCngxgr-
view of Oregon's criminai‘justice system. "Persons are committed tovcorrections
supervision only after fTOwiné through the crimina]rjusticé system précesses of
observation or reporting of criminaj behavior, apprehension by Jaw enforcement
agencies, court adjudication, -and sentencing. The number of crimes repdrted ex-
ceeds the number of arrests for various reasons: “many crimes are never solved;.
some offenders commit mu]&%p]e érimes;,or some reported crimes ma}fbe false. -
Thereare fewer felony caéds brought tu court ‘than there are arrests becéusek
many cases are ndt ﬁrosetuted, many\bf the arrests’dre for misdemeanor crimes?

and many arrests involve juveni]es who are SUbsequent]y proceséed in the juJéni]e

justice system. Only a portion ofkthe felony cases resu1fﬂin commitments to state Y

corrections;supervisio&“because some cases are plea bargained to misdemeanor
offenses, some offenders are adjudged 'not guilty' or ‘'not guilty by reason of
mental disease or defect', and a few convicted fe]Ons are sentenced to county

jails or 10ca] probation sUpervision.’,FOr‘these reasons, the Oregon State Cor-

rections Division receives only part of the total flow thfough the criminal justice

system. Any significant change in fhe activity of another part-of the system is

Tikely to,prbduce a.significant residual effect upgn‘the corrections system. The

B

P

corrections system has 1ittle control over the numbers of clienis or their length
of stay, since sentencing decisions are made by the courts and release decisions
by the parale board."

Both state and local corrections systems provide institutional and community
based supervision for offenders sentenced to their custody. The State presently
maintains approximately twenty-nine hundred {2,900) beds in its three main cor-
rectional facilities and their satellite units. As of December 31, 1978, Oregon
reportedly ranked 19th in the nation in numbers of persons incarcerated in state
facilities per 100,000 population {Table I). The Oregon State Penitentiary (0SP),
Oregon's largest correctional facility., was established in 1866. It is today
composed of a maximum security main facility which was substantially rebuilt in
the Tate 1960's, a farm annex, and a forest camp. These facilities hold nearly
60% of the State's prison population. The Oregon State Correctional Institution
(0SCI) began operation in 1959 as a medium security facility with programming
emphasis on academic education, vocational training, counseling, religion and
recreation. O0OSCI houses 25% of Oregon's prison inmates. The Oregon Women's
Correctional Center (OWCC) which began operation in 1965, has a capacity of 70
women and today houses just over 2% of the total prison population. The remaining
15% of Oregon's inmate population are housed in either the Corrections Division
Release Center, the division wards at.the Oregon State Hospital, or in community
based work reiease centers. On June 1, 1980, the total institution population was
2,857. An additional 97 inmates were :being housed in work release centers on that
day bringing the total inmate population to 2,954. A breakdown of this population

by institution is presented in Table II.

During the mid-1970's the State Corrections Division experienced a rapid increase

in its total inmate population. In late 1973 and early 1974, the total inmate popu-

lation dropped below 1,750. From that time until mid-1977, the number of inmates

in Oregon's state system increased by'more than 1,000. Since mid-1977, this

-14-
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occur as.a result of conviction for a Class C felony.

- reported 2,531 beds. These county facilities range”in size from one bed in Gilliam

11978.

population has remained relatively constant, fluctuating betwgen a low of
2,818 in.0ctbber of 1978 and a high of 3,120 in January of fﬁis year (Table I1I).

During the past four years, the number of persons admitted to Oregon's state
correctional institutions both for new offenses and parole violations has cdnsistent]y
exceeded the number of inmates paroled or discharged. This increase in admissioqs has
outpaced’re1eases even though the number of persons paroled during 1979 was 1,727,
arn increase of more than 1,000 from the 1976 level (Table IV).

A three year analysis of commitments to the State's correctional institutions
.by county shows -the expected direct relationship between county population and
number -of persohs sentenced to the stateé- 'system (Table V). The State's two
largest counties, Multnomah and Lane, while contéining 25% and 10% of Oregon's
population respectively, have been the counties of origin for 31% and 13% of all '
commi tients during the past‘three‘years. In combination, these two counties con-
tribute .9% more.to the total prison population than is reflected in the proportion
of theirjtotal population with the State's population. Conversely, the next two
1argest‘countﬁes,VWashington and Clackamas, together contain 18% of the State's
total population but have contribﬁted'0n1y.8%'0f’the~Statefs prison population.:

This analysis also shows that approximately one-half of all state commitments

The State also. provides statewide parole ahd probation supervision services to
more than twelve thousand offenders through 33 offices organized into three regions.
Since 1975, the number of persons under parole or probation state supervision has
increased by 95%.

At the local level, Oregon counties maintain. thirty-eight jails containing a

County to three hundred beds in Multnomah County's Rock Butte jail (Table VI).
Substantial county jail construction has occurred during the last decade. Four new

county facilities with combined capacities of 257 beds were opened between 1973 ‘and

In 1979, new county correctiona® facilities were opened in Deschutes (capacity -
70), Lane (capacity - 216), and Union (capacity - 36). County correctional facilities
with total capacities of 278 beds are presently under construction in Clatsop,
Jackson, and Lane counties. The thirteen counties which are now in some stage of
planning for expansion or new constructfon are: Clackamas, Coos, Curry, Grant,
Hood River, Josephine,‘Linco1n, Linn, Marion, Multnomah, Umatilla, Wasco, and
Washington.

Preliminary results from the survey of jails conducted by the Space Needs
Subcommittee show that ten county jails were, at the time of the survey, holding
a total of 134 inmates beyond stated capacity. The survey results further indicate
that Oregon's jail popu1ation is composéd primarily of persons being held awaiting
trial (60%). The remaining forty percent (40%) of the jail population appears to
be divided equally between sentenced misdemeanants and sentenced felons.

In addition, a more complete state-wide analysis of jail usage patterns is Low
under way. Complete data returns were not available in time for inclusion in this
report, but the results of this analysis should be available in time for use by
the Governor and the Legislature when addressing the recommendations of this report.

By example, the analyses of Crook, Deschutes, Jefferson, Klamath, and Yamhill counties

are available in Appendix IV of this report.

-16-
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COMPARISON OF STATE INCARCERATION RATES - PRISONERS
PER 100,000 POPULATION ON 12/31/78

State

Scuth Carolina
Florida

North Carolina
Georgia

Nevada

Texas

" Maryland

Louisiana
Delawavre
Michigan
Virginia

Arizona

Alabama
Tennessee
QOklahoma
Ohio
Alaska

‘Washington

Oregon
Arkansas
Missouri
New Mexico
New York
Mississippi
Wyoming

”Rate

240
239
227
214
206
195
192
187
172
163
153
147
144
134
133
124
122
119
118

116
116

115
115
111
103

Ranking

26
27
28

State

Kansas
Kentucky
I11inois
Colorado
California
Tdaho

Montana
Indiana
Nebraska

New Jersey
Wisconsin
South Dakota
Towa '
Connecticut
Utah

Vermont
Pennsylvania
West Virginia
Rhode Island
Hawaii

Maine
Massachusetts
Minnesota
North Dakota
New Hampshire

ce Administration, Prisoners in State and
Necember 31, 1978 Advance Report
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II

INSTITUTIONAL POPULATIONS ON JUNE 1, 1980

i
GENERAL DESIGN CAP-
ACITY (SINGLE CELL | GENERAL PLUS SPECIAL
PLUS 50 SQ. FT. PER | DESIGN CAPACITY (IN- SEX
INMATE DORMITORY CLUDES SPECIAL USE
INSTITUTION  |SPACE) CELLS) MALE | FEMALE | TOTALS
oWCe 76 80 - 69 69
0sC1I 473 533 750 - 750
0SP - MAIN 1,107 1,268 1,473 - 1,473
ANNEX 212 212 192 - 192
CAMPS 75 i 75 61 - 61
CDRC 352 v 352 182 24 206
OSH 17 117 102 e 106
TNSTTTUT TONAL ~ , ' ‘
__TOTALS 2,412 2,637 2,760 “97 2,857
W/R CENTERS 135 |
LR 135 83 14 97
TOTALS 2,547 2,772 2,843 111 | 2,954
SOURCE: CORRECTIONS DIVISION
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COMPARISON OF NUMBERS OF INMATES PAROLED AND DISCHARGED
FROM OREGON CORRECTIONS DIVISION WITH ADMITTEES, 1976-1979

2500 - *This increase reflects a policy decision to

include those awaiting parole revocation

2400 - hearings. ‘5fx

OREGON CORRECTIONS DIVISION |
" INMATE POPULATION

2300 -
2200 - .
21004 629* o

2000 - | v | | | b

1900 -
1800 - | | 229

1700 - , 343

| 1600 4 228
31500 3,03

1500 -

163

1400 ~

Work-Release

1300 -

35000~

1260 - 235 1692

15904

Total Inmate
Populatien |

NUMBER OF INMATES

1100 - K463

1000 - |
2,500 1 - 1519

Total Institutional 900

Population g00 4  |1g3

: 700 -~
231000

600 -

- 500 -

. 400 -
| +500+4+— ™ T { T '

T Y )

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

300 -
200 -
100 -

SOURCE: OREGOW CORRECTIONS DIVISION DATA

 NOTE: THIS GRAPH IS BASED ON ¢ MONTE DATA
IHTERVALS : ,

1976 1977 1978 1979
inmates paroled/discharged

Egggggg:::::: inmates admitted for new offense/parole violations

METRO 6-20
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i VI
| COMMITMENTS TO STATE
2 INSTITUTIONS, BY COUNTY, 1977-1979
i OREGON'S COUNTY JAIL SYSTEM
1977 1978 1979
rf s ; e
| Qoo Q.
i Ry ° ! O E% EJ © ) ;ggg © U
’ meé u | ) v nd wu :
| COMNTY | & 2 5 8 5 ”%3 & é ‘é’_b ‘é’ 8 COUNTY CAPACITY  COUNTY CAPACITY
{' ‘ E 1 N oe § g ; < oP oe T ‘ ;
BAKER EREE 5 77% 9 ¢ a4 5| 56% 7 8 51 3. 38% BAKER 59 LAKE 18
| BENTON 14! e 8 . 57% 36 ' 15 21 58% | 34 18 16 © 47%
: CLACKAMAS } 62 41 21 34% 61 31 30 49% 74 47 27 36% BENTON 27 LANE 274
! CLATSOP || 12 0| 12 | 100% 22 | 11| 11| 50% 16 2] 12 | 5%
COLUMBIA | 9 5 2| 44% 7 1 6 | 86% ) 5 7 | 58% CLACKAMAS 94 LINCOLWN 35
i coos . 48t 19| 291 60% 511 17] 341 67% 53 | 21| 32| 603
§ CROOK .| 9 4 5 | 56% 14 5 9 | 643 9 0| o [ 100% CLATSOP 34 LINN 56
| CURRY 7=~ # 7 3 4 | 57% 11 7 41 36% 12 6| 61 50%
g DESCHUTES 46 | 21| 25 | s54% | 38 | 16 | 22 | 58% 37 | 11| 26 | 702 COLUMBIA 34 MALHEUR 50
% DOUGLAS 58 | 33 | 25 | 43% | 59 | 24| 35| 59% 78 | 38 | 40 | 51° ! .
( :GILLIAM“?"‘ 0 0 0 0% 0 0 0 0% 1 1 0 - Q.. COOS @ COQUILLE 3] MARION ]]4
i GRANT 2, 0 2 1 100% 2 1 1 50% 2 0 2 | 100% 7],
¥, HARNEY . 2 21 0 0% . 3 0 3 | 100% 5 3 2+~ 4087 CO0S @ NORTH BEND 41 MULTNOMAH
: HOOD RIVER || 9 2 {7 78% 1 12 3 9 75% 9 5 4 44
: FACKSON. 86 | 38 | 48 | 563 67 | 35 | 32 | 48% 50 | 44 | 46 | 51%, g CURRY 44 ~CLAIRE ARGOW WOMENS CENTER 35
! JEFFERSON || 20 5| 15 | 753 14 5 9 | 642 14 31 11 | 79%] &
1 JOSEPHINE 33 | 18 | 15 | 45% || 37 | =22 | 15 | 4l% 28 | 14 | 14 | 50 &f DESCHUTES 70 -M.C.C.1. 155
f KLAMATH || 24 | 15 | 9 | 38% 44 | 22 | 22 | 50% 43 | 21 | 22 | 1% ,
oRE s el s Toos T 1 1] 0 3 2 o | 2 [ T00s ] DOUGLAS @ ROSEBURG 120 ~COURTHOUSE JAILL 156
] ' = ~
4 IANE 175 | 85 | 94 | 53 || 233 | 131 | 122 | ©52% || 268 | 122 | 146 | 542
i LINCOLN 20 4 16 80% | - 43 14 29 67% 61 18 43 |- 70% DOUGLAS @ REEDSPORT 6 -ROCKY BUTTE JAIL 300
{ LINN 85 | 41 | 44 | ©52% 77 | 36 | 41 | 53% 87 | 45 | 42 | 48s | | ,
g WALREOR, [ 19 8T I [ 58% || 15 718 ] 53% | 19 g1 11 58 i GILLIAM 1 POLK 44
| MARION . .. 65 | 33 32 49% || 65 23| 421 65% || 90 | 44 | 46 | 51
| MoRROW . IO o o os 3| I el i 1 0|+ 0% GRANT 1 TILLAMOOK 45
% MULTNOMAH | 539 | 332 | 207. | 38% || 544 | 317;| 227 | 42% | 492 | 274 | 218 | 44% |
| POLK 20 5 | 11 | 55% 13 2. |9 | 695 22 | 8 | 14| 64z HARNEY 20 UMATILLA 61
SHERMAN | 4 1 3 ] 75%. 2 T 1] s50% 0 0 0 0% ,
TILLAMOOK || 13 7 6 | 462 11| 6,1 5| 45% 16 | 11 | 5 |- 31% HOOD RIVER 31 UNION 36
OMATILIA || . 49 |. 20 | 29 | 593 56 | 24:]| 32 | 578 71 | 26 | 45 | 63%
UNION || 13 | 4 | 9 | 69% || 21 | 11/] 10 | 48% | 17 |_ 4 | 13| 76" JACKSON 101 - WALLOWA 13
WAL ‘WA Tl 0 1 | 1oos | 30 2 1 33% 0 0 0 0% !
WASCO .. || 22 |- 9 | 13 | 59% | 16 2| 12 | 75% 18 5 | 13 4, 72% JEFFERSON 18 WASCO 54
WASHINGTON || 71 | 44 | 27 | 38% 54 | 28| 26 | 48% 55 | 36 | 23 | 39% ‘
WHEELER || 4 | 1 3| 75% 0 04 0 0% o ) 0 [ 0% JOSEPHINE 66 WASHINGTON 127
YAMHEILL || 12 4| 8 | 67% 27 | 17:] 10 | 37% 55 | 18 7| 28
; = = : : , e KLAMATH 94 WHEELER 2
TOTAL 1 / ¥ 4 1 K G ) : 4 ‘ %
i o j§§9‘>”§}6 }’753 8% [ 1673 | 826.1 845 | 51% 11773 866 I 907 | 51 YAMHILL 18
7" SOURCE: CORRECTIONS DIVISION
TOTAL CAPACITY 2,531
- -22-
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" The primary criminal justice trend indicators - reported crimes, arrest rates,

PREDICTED NEED - THE FACTORS CONSIDERED BY THE TASK FORCE

The State is today faced with an unprecedented set of factors which are

anticipated to place added pressures on an already burdened corrections system.

felony filings, number of persons on parole and probation, parole revocations, o
and institutional commitments - are all on the increase. At the same time, the s
State is expected to experience significant'popu]ation increases in the coming i
years. These factors coupled with the addition of new felony crimes to Oregon's f?iﬁ
statutes and Parole Board decisions which have resulted in increased average prison S‘

terms all are predictive of increasing pressures on local and state correctional

facilities. | Zi"“ﬂ
Further, recent court actions both here in Oregon and throughout the country §‘“
indicate a movement towards %hekeS%ablishment of new definitions of "constitutionally —
minimum" conditions in which pérsons may be incarcerated. This developing body of ;ﬁlu
‘law' is anticipated to have a substantial impact on our penal faci1ities; iii
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM "FLOW" STATISTICS *;ﬂ,
During the period 1975-1978 inclusive, reported crimes in Oregon increased from %ﬁh;;
273,720 to 310,194, an increase of 36,474 or 13.5%. Preliminary figures indicate \_;w_”
that;336,613 crimes were reported during 1979, an increase of 26,419, or 8.5%, from 'igﬁﬁ,
the 1978 figures. Total number of arrests-and felony filing havé increased during - -
thiskperiod in roughly the same proportion as shown in Tables VII and VIII. These S
~increases have occurred during a period in which the State's "index" crime rate per 5 B
100,000 population has actually decreased. ‘ ‘47j5
( Commitments to Oregon's institutions for new offenses have increased-from 1,362 ! -

in 1975 to 1,594 in 1978, an ‘increase of 232 or 17%. In 1979, new offense commit- ﬁ" |
ments again increased in number by‘QE to 1,692, a 6% increase from the 1978 level. b ﬁ;
: | “ éaﬁ.

23- T

g i

From 1975 through 1978, probation commitments have remained relatively constant.
However, preliminary computations of 1979’figu9és indicate a major increase in

probation commitments;to a level 50% above 1978 figures.

5
1
/
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

FLOW STATISTICS
1975 and 1978

NI 1937 180 1194
1975
273,720
/ REPORTED
~ JICRIMES
V'
1975
100,082 o 1975 ‘
1144456
TOTAL
ARRESTS
1975
145360 =~ 1976
16097
CASES

FELONY
| \

975 1975

. . 1
Institutional 1362 3:377  Probation
Commitments *3'%,, C} 1978

CORRECTIONS DIVISION

METRO 6-80

oy p

3,577 Commitments

CORRECTIONS DIVISION AND LAW ENFORCEMENT COUNCIL DATA




CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM FLOW STATISTICS BY YEAR e
1975 - 1978 e

TOTAL CHANGE e
e A 1975 | 1976 1977 1978 By Number | By Percent ;

| REPORTED CRIMES 273,720 278,497 295,997 | 310,194 36,474 +13.5% oo

H
SR

TOTAL ARRESTS 100,082 104,212 113,810 114,456 14,374 +14%

SRR ey

9@  R FELONY CASES FILED 14,360 14,485 14,174 16,097 1,637 +12%

ITIA

RS TNDEX CRIME RATE | Y
LT PER 100,000 POPULATION 6,632 6,315 5,918 6,012 || (-620) (-9.4%) | ber .
iy
Vs DATA SOURCE: Oregon Law Enforcement Council
[ i
Vo '
}
A e :
e _::t ; e ﬂ\ : ~“:t e :: i :; = 2o = :k :
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POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR OREGON

The 1976 Governor's Task Force Report presented the following commenté on
forecasting bed space needs. "Present trends indicate that overcrowding of state
correctional institutions will continue in the future. Prediction of the number
of inmates 1is imprecise due to the many VariabTes involved, such as the amount
and severity of criminal behavior, the efficiency Qf police and prosecutors in
moving offenders through the system, and the attitudes of judges and the public
that determine sentencing decisions. Historically, a measurabie variable that
correlates with the 1est1tutiona1 sopulation is the size of the "risk population" -
those 1nd1v1dua1s between the ages of 15 and 29. The correlation seems logical as
well as mathematical: wmembers of this age group o‘ten seem mobile, energetic, |
rebe]]iousj they suffer high rates of unemployment; most of the inmates in Oregon
are in this age group; over half of the arrests for serious felonies in Oregon
involve juveniles." | ﬁ

The most recent population brojections available through the Portland State
Center for Population Research and Census indicate that Oregon's population is
expected to climb by approximately 1 million from its present level of 2.5 million
by the year 2,000 as shown {n Table IX which presents this projected growth pattern
by county. However, the "risk groupl%pprtion Qf the Oregon total population, herein
defined as all males ages 15-29 inc]usive, is not exeected to ref]ect a patterd of
continued rapid growth predicted for the population as a whole.

Today, Oregon appears to be nearing the end of a steep climb in this "risk"
segment of the popu]at1on (Table X). During the past f1ve years, 1975- 1980 the
state exper1enced an ‘increase of 52,723 or 17 1n the s1ze of this age group.
Dur1ng the next f1ve years, 1980 85 th1s portion of the overa]] popu]at1on is
cxpected to increase on]y moderate]y from its present 1eve1 0f360 000 to 370,000,
an increase of 10,000 or 3. Dur1ng the 1ast half of this decade, 16885-90, the .

"risk group™ popu]at1on is expected to decrease by16 OOO or 4. 5 This decrease

will be followed by another moderate (5%) increase through the first half of the
1990's, after which a rapid increase in number of persons in this age group is
to be expected. This anticipated rapid increase in the size of the "risk" popu-
lation in the 1até”1990's appears comparable in rate of increase to the increase
experienced durihg the late 1970's.

During.the next 15 years, the "risk group" portion of Oregon's population can
be expected to vary by no more than 3%, or 11,000 persons, frem present size. An
analysis of the state's risk popu1atidn by county from 1980-1990 shows that no
sighificant shifts in the distrikbution of this portion of the popu]ation among the
counties is anticipated (Table XI). A comparison of current total population,
risk group popu]at1on and commitments tc/ the state 1nst1tut1ons, by county, is
provided in Table XII. For a majority of the counties, the risk group portion
of the population appears to be more closely correlated with numbers of institu-

tional ‘commitments than does the total county population.

Jog-

g
A
ki
3
Sk
L
3

s



oL e

& -
OREGON POPULATION PROJECTIONS, BY COUNTY
1975-2000
1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000
COUNTY LOW HIGH LOW HIGH LOW HIGH LOW HIGH LOW HIGH LOW HIGH
Baker 15,700) 15,700 16,000 16,300 16,8000 17,700 17,500] 19,300 18,100 21,100 18,500{ 23,000
Benton 63,600 63,600 74,9000 76,300 82,300 86,700 87,2000 96,100 91,300 106,400 93,600 116,600
Clackamas 202,400 202,400 233,000 237,400 | 256,300 270,000 300,800 331.600 | 314,900 367.100 | 323.000{ 402,200
Clatsop 29,300 29,300 30,400 31,000 32,000, 33,700 33,2000 36,600 34,400| 40,100 35,100{ 43,700
Colunbia 31,700 31,700 34,300 34,900 36,700, 38,700 38,500 42,400 40,100 46,700 41,000{ 51,000
Coos 59,500 - 59,500 63,000 64,200 66,900 70,400 69,600 76,700 72,300 84,300 73,800| 92,000
Crook 11,8000 11,800 13,200 13,500 14,400, 15,200 15,200 16,800 15,900/ 18,600 16,300{ 20,300
Curry 14,1000 14,100 14,600 . 14,900 15,500 16,300 16,200 17,800 16,800 19,500 17,100| 21,300
Deschutes 40,200{ ° 40,200 50,500 51,400 56,700, 59,700 60,700] 66,900 63,900 74,500 65,700{ 81,900
* Douglas 80,200 = 80,200 87,200 88,900 93,900 98,900 98,500 108,600 | 102,700 119,700 | 105,100| 130,800
Gilliam 2,100 2,100 1,500 1,600 1,400 1,500 1,400 1,500 1,400 1,600 1,400 1,800
Grant 7,400 7,800 8,000 8,200 8,600 9,000 9,600 9,900 9,300 10,900 9,500{ 11,900
s Harney 7,300 7,300 7,400 7,500 7,700 8,100 8,000 8,800 8,200 9,600 8,400 10,400
> Hood River 14,3000 14,300 14,700 15,000 15,600 16,400 16,300{ 17,900 16,900 19,700 17,200]. 21,500
' Jackson 110,400 110,400 124,500[ 126,800 | 135,500{ 142,800 | 143,000 157,600 | 149.400] 174,200 | 153.100| 190’700
X Jefferson 9,700 9,700 10,600/ 10,800 11,500 12,100 12,100] 13,300 12,600 14,700 12,900{ 16,100
‘ Josephine 45,500 45,500 55,700 - 56,800 62,100 65,500 66,300 73,100 69,700|  81.200 71,600| 89,200
. = Klamath 54,200 54,200 58,100/ 59,100 62,000 65,300 64,800] 71,500 67,400 78,600 68,900| 85,800
P Lake 6,500 6,500 6,700 6,800 7,000 7,400 7,200 8,000 7,500 8,700 7,600 9,500
Lane 241,100{ 241,100| , 264,700( 269,600 | 285,400{ 300,600 | 299,700| 330,400 | 312,406 364.200 | 319.700| 398,200
o Lincoln 27,600] 27,600 29,500 30,000 31,400{ 33,100 32,800| 36,100 34,700 39,700 34,800 43,400
T Linn 80,800] 80,800 89,900| 91,600 97,300| 102,500 { 102,300| 112,800 | 106,700 124,400 | 103.200| 136.100
e Malheur 24,100 24,100 25,600] ~ 26,100 27,1000  28.500 28,200{ 31,100 29,200 34,100 29,800 37,200
po Marion 166,500 166,500 182,700/ 186,200 | 196,500 207,000 206,000] 227,100 | 214.600| 250.200 | 219.600{ 273.500
ey Morrow 5,200 5,200 5,100 5,200 5,400 5,700 5,600 6,200 5,900 6,900 6,000 7,500
A Multnomah 546,400 546,400 548,100] 558,300 | 567,800, 598,100 | 584,100 643,900 | 602,600 702.500 | 613.500| 764.100
f oy Polk 40,500{ 40,500 45.800| - 46,700 49,200 52,500 52,500 57,900 54,900 63,900 56,200 70,000
' S Sherman 2,200 2,200 2,100 2,100 2,200 2,300 2,200 2,400 2,300 2,700 2,300 2,900
R Ti11amook 18,500{ 18,500 19,300] 19,600 20,300 21,400 21,000} 23,200 21,800 25,400 22.200| 27,700
A Umatilla 48,100{ 48,100 50,700] 51,700 53,900{ 56,800 56,200 62,000 58,400 68,100 59,700 74,300
RN Union 22,000{ 22,000 24,800] 25,200 26,9000 28,300 28,300/ 31,300 29,600{ 34,500 30,300 37,800
e hpt Wallowa 6,800 6,800 7,100 7,300 7,600 8,000 7,900 8,700 8,200] . 9.600 8,400{ 10,500
e Wasco 20,200 20,200 20,400| 20,800 21,2000 22,300 21,900 24,100 22,600 26,400 23,000 28,700
R Washington 190,400] 190,400 226,000{ 230,300 | 249,300{ 262,600 | 264,700{ 291,800 | 277,500 323,400 | 284.700| 354.600
RSy Wheeler 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,100 2,200 2,300 2,200 2,500 2,300 2,700 2,400 3,000
© Yamhill 44,800{ 44,800 48,600| 49,500 52,200] 55,000 54,700( 60,300 57,000] 66,400 58,300 72,600
o TOTALS 2,293,100(2,293,100 | 2,496,700 2,543,700 | 2,679,400 2,822,400 | 2,835,800(3,126,200 |2,952,900| 3,442,300 | 3,019,900|3,761,800
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POPULATION IN THOUSANDS

RISK GROUP POPULATION PROJECTION

Oregon Males,

Ages 15-29

[-==<= - 15 year average, 1980-95, 364,000]
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RISK GROUP POPULATION PROJECTION, BY COUNTY

OREGON MALES, AGES 15-29

X1l

A COMPARTISON OF OREQON'S TOTAL POPULATION, "RISK GROUP" POPULATION,
AND COMMITMENTS TO STATE CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS, BY COUNTY

e m e e e i s e e o =

1975 1980 1985 1990

COUNTY % OF % OF % OF % OF
NUMBER | TOTAL NUMBER | TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL NUMBER TOTAL

BAKER 1,554 | 0.51% 1,687 | 0.47% 1,673 0.45% 1,580 0.45%
BENTON 14,991 | 4.88% 18,636 | 5.18% 19,815 5.35% 19,263 5.43%
CLACKAMAS 24,760 | 8.05% 30,739 | 8.54% 32,181 8.69% 34,085 9.61%
CLATSOP 3,500 | 1.14% 3,913 | 1.09% 3,949 1.07% 3,713 1.05%
COLUMBIA 3,785 | 1.23% 4,404 | 1.22% 4,499 1.22% 4,263 1.20%
coos 7,080 | 2.30% 8,079 | 2.24% 8,171 2.21% 7,680 2.17%
CROOK 1,335 | 0.43% 1,624 | 0.45% 1,695 0.46% 1,621 0.46%
CURRY 1,496 | 0.49% 1,667 | 0.46% 1,677 0.45% 1,587 0.45%
DESCHUTES 4,598 | 1.50% 6,169 | 1.71% 6,563 1.77% 6,348 1.79%
DOUGLAS 9,396 | 3.06% 10,959 | 3.04% 11,179 3.02% 10,587 2.99%
GILLIAM 259 | 0.08% 209 | 0.06% 178 0.05% 151 0.04%
GRANT 840 | 0.27% 983 | 0.27% 997 0.27% 550 0.27%
HARNEY 901 | 0.29% 984 | 0.27% 983 0.27% 919 0.26%
HOOD RIVER 1,569 | 0.51% 1,734 | 0.48% 1,740 0.47% 1,638 0.46%
JACKSON 13,626 | 4.43% 16,534 | 4.59% 17,205 4.65% 16,409 4.63%
JEFFERSON 1,123 | 0.37% 1,321 | 0.37% 1,360 0.37% 1,294 0.36%
JOSEPHINE 4,530 | 1.47% 5,929 | 1.65% 6,262 1.69% 6,055 1.71%
KLAMATH 7,413 | 2.413 8,544 | 2.37% 8,738 2.36% 8,229 2.32%
LAKE 714 | 0.23% 781 | 0.22% 776 0.21% 728 0.21%
LANE 37,764 |12.29% 44,571 |12.38% | 46,168 |12.47%_ 43,926 | 12.39%
LINCOLN 2,927 | 0.95% 3,341 | 0.93% 3,393 0.92% 3,209 0.91%
LINN 10,212 | 3.32% 12,274 | 3.41% 12,702 3.43% 12,087 3.41%
MALHEUR 2,947 | 0.96% 3,342 | 0.93% 3,347 0.90% 3,157 0.89%
MARION 22,208 | 7.23% | 26,242 | 7.29% 26,999 7.29% ] 725,662 | 7.23%
MORROW 555 | 0.18% 578 | 0.16% 573 0.15% 538 | 0.15%
MULTNOMAH 75,296 [24.50% 81,920 |22.75% 2,028 [22.16% 76,573 |21.60%
POLK 5,728 | 1.86% 6,911 | 1.92% 7,166 1.94% 6,842 1.93%
SHERMAN 229 |.0.07% 232 | 0.06% 234 0.06% 213 0.06%
TILLAMOOK 2,022 | 0.66% 2,247 | 0.62% 2,248 0.61% 2,110 | 0.60%
UMATILLA 5,962 | 1.94% 6,724 | 1.87% 6,792 1.83% 6,410 1.81%
UNION 3,122 | 1.02% 3,747 | 1.04% 3,893 1.05% 3,733 1.05%
WALLOWA 714 | 0.23% 798 | 0.22% 795 0.21% 748 0.21%
WASCO 2,258 | 0.73% 2,461 | 0.68% 3,425 0.66% 2,263 0.64%
WASHINGTON | 25 359 | 8.25% 32,531 | 9.06% 34,482 9.32% 33,096 9.33%
WHEELER 221 | 0.07% 245 | 0.07% 247 0.07% 233 0.07%
YAMHILL 5,982 | 1.95% 6,904 | 1.92% 7.043 1.90% 6,681 1.88%
TOTAL 307,341 | 100% 360,064 | 100% 370,176 100% 354,546 100%

SOURCE:  PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY - REVISED PROJECTION - 5/80
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RISK GROUP
TOTAL POPULATION POPULATTON INSTITUTIONAL
COUNTY MALES 15-29 COMMITMENTS
. YEAR: 1979 YEAR: 1980 YEAR: 1979
# % ## % 4 %
BAKER 16,600 0.65% 1,687 0.47% 8 0.45%
BENTON 71,300 2.80% 18,636 5.18% 3% 1. 97%
CLACKAMAS 231,000 9.08% 30,739 8.54% 74 4.17%
CLATSOP 31,800 1.25% 3,913 1.09% 16 0.90%
COLUMBIA 34,500 I*  1.36% 4,404 1.22% 12 0.68%
Coos 63,500 2.50% 8,079 2.24% 53 2.99%
CROOK 12,700 0.50% 1,624 C.45% ) 0.51%
CURRY 17,150 0.67% ! 1,667 0.46% 12 0.68%
DESCHUTES 54,500 2.14% 6,169 1.71% 37 2.09%
DOUGLAS 89, 300 3.51% 10,959 3.04% 78 4.40%
GILLIAM 2,300 0.09% 209 0.06% 1 0.06%
GRANT 7,800 0.31% 983 0.27% 2 0.11%
HARNEY 8,000 0.31% 984 0.27% 5 0.28%
HOOD RIVER 15,800 0.62% 1,734 0.48% 9 0.51%
JACKSON 126,500 4.97% 16,534 4.59% 90 5.08%
JEFFERSON 10,800 0.42% 1,321 0.37% 14 0.79%
JOSEPHINE 54,800 2.15% 5,929 1.65% 28 1.58%
KLAMATH 60,000 .2.36% 8,544 2.37% 43 2.43%
LAKE 7,200 0.28% 781 0.22% 2 0.11%
LANE 269,300 | 10.59% 44,571 12.38% 268 15.12%
LINCOLN 33,000 1.30% 3,341 0.93% 61 3.44%
LINN 89,500 3.52% 12,274 3.41% 87 4.91%
MALHEUR 26,100 1.03% 3,342 0.93% 19 1.07%
MARION i 191,000 | 7.51% 26,262 7.29% 90 _ 5.08%
MORROW : 7,400 0.29% 578 0.16% 1 0.06%
MULTNOMAH ! 558,600 21.96% 81,920 22.75% 492 27.75%
POLK | 46,000 1.81% 6,911 1.92% 22 1.24%
SHERMAN ; 2,200 0.09% 232 0.06% 0 0.00%
TILLAMOOK ; 21,000 0.83% 2,247 0.62% 16 0.90%
UMATILLA = 55,800 2.19% 6,724 1.87% 71 4.00%
UNION i 24,000 0.943% 3,747 1.04% 17 0.96%
WALLOWA | 7,500 0.29% 798 0.22% 0 0.00%
WASCO 21,800 0.86% . 2,461 0.68% 18 1.02%
WASHINGTONkLV222,lOO 8.37% 32,631 9.06% 59 3.33%
WHEELER ! 1,950 0.08% 245 0.07% 0 0.00%
YAMHILL 51,200 2.01% 6,904 1.92% 25 1.41%
TOTAL 2,544,000 | 100.00% | 360,064 | 100.00% | 1773 100.00%
SOURCE: Total Population =~ 1979 P.S.U. Published Estimates

Risk Group Population - P.S.U. Revised Projections - 5/80

Institutional Commitments - Corrections Division
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OTHER INDICATORS

Other indicators of criminal justice activity considered by the Task Force in-
cluded trends concerning type of crime, prior adult confinement, average lenath of

sentences, utilization of parole and probation systems, and parole revocations. As

_ indicated in the following table which proff]es the inmate population at the three

major state fabi1ities during the eight year period 1972-1979, offenses against
persons have increased by 8.3% to 54.6%,,pfior adult confinement§ have increased by
14.5% to 43.5%, and the average length of sentence has increased by 2.4 years to a
5.9 year average (Table XIII). An analysis of new commitments by type of primary
offense during the period 1963-1979 indicates a gradual but steady increase in
percent of offenses against persons since the early 1970's (Table XIV).

A review of parole average daily populations as compared with rates of parole
revocations by quarter years from January of 1976 through December of 1979 shows
an -increase of more than 80% in paro1e average daily populations with a correspond-
ing increase in percentage of parole violators from 5.3% to 7.0% (Table XV).
During this same period of time,,in-stafe probation caseloads increased from 4,521
on July 15 1975 to 7,530 on Jﬁly 1, 1979, an increase of 3,009 or 66%, while numbers
of inmates paroled increased from 747 in 1975 to 1,737 in 1979, an increase of 132%.

As demenstrated by these statistics, the total responsibilities of the State

Corrections Division increased significantly during the previous decade. While
methods for projecting future corrections system needs afe admittedly difficult to
agree upon, an attempt was made to provide an estimate of jnstitutional bed space
needs for fhe coming decade. Tables XVI  and XVII show the risk group-based
projections of total Division responsibility, the conversion of this responsibility
into actual bed needs for the following ten years, and the relationship on these
projections to existing state system institutional capacities. The peak in total
Corrections Division responsibility for the decade is predicted to occur in 1984

when the risk group should reach its high level at 371,347. . This size risk group

-33~

converts to a total Division responsibility of 3,450 which, based upon an .89

conversion factor produces a predicted high bed need of 3,071 beds for the decade.

A breakdown by county of the projected institutional average daily population for
the 10 year period, 1980-1990, is provided in Table XVIII. Depending upon the
degree of utilization of special use cells (which include psychiatric, infirmary,
and isolation bed spaces) the additional state bed space needs for the coming
decade should range from 400 to 600. Bed space needs projections should include
a 75-100 bed allowance above capacity for population management. The projections
which follow are calculated with single cell plus 50 sq. ft. per inmate dormitory

space as the basis for computing the system's capacity.

-34-
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ETHNIC
WHITE
BLACK
AMERICAN INDIAN
MEXICAN
ORIENTAL
OTHER

TOTAL
CRIME CATEGORY
PERSON

PROPERTY
STATUTE

TOTAL
LIFE SENTENCES
DRUG CRIME
SEX CRIME

PRIOR ADULT
CONFINEMENT

PRIOR OREGON
CONFINEMENT

AVERAGE AGE

AVERAGE SENTENCE (YRS)
AVERAGE TIME SERVED BY

FIRST TIME PAROLEES (Months)

SOURCE:

BOOK POPULATION PROFILE SUMMARY AT OSP, OSCI, OWCC

1972 1973 574 1975 1976 1677 1978 1579
79.8% 81.3% 83.1% 84.0% 81.09% 79.8% 79.7% 79.8%

| 12.6% | 12.9% | 11.5% | 10.3% | 12.6% | 12.9% | 12.3% | 11.5%
| 2.8% 2.6% 269 2.6% 3.1% 3.19 3.8% 4.9
L 1.99 209, 2.19 239 2.7% 3.3¢ 3.39% 3.0
Ly 1% .09 1y 0% 19 .29 19
| 2.8% 1.1% 79 7% 6% 8% 7% 1.24
100.0¢ |100.04 | 100.0% |100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% |100.0% |100.0%
46.3% | 46.8% | 44.8% | 44.5% ' 45.6% | 50.0% | 52.4% | 54.6%
39.44 | 38.7% | 41.1% | 44.1% = 43.6% | 41.0%2 | 38.4% | 36.5%
14.3% | 14.5% | 14.1%4 | 11.4% = 10.8% 9.0 9.2% 3.9%
100.0%4 |100.0%4 | 100.04 |100.0% = 100.0% | 100.0% |100.0% |100.0%
9.1% | 8.9 7.7% 6.7% ' 6.3% 6.4% 6.8% | 6.5%
12.2% | 13.7% | 15.1% | 12.4% = 12.2% | 10.0% 7.9% 6.5%
 9.0% 8.7% 8.7% 8.3% 9.24 | 11.4% | 13.8% | 151
23.04 | 28.2% | 30.8% | 36.0% ' 37.5% ; 38.9% | 44.8% | 43.5%
27.6% | 28.3% | 28.6% | 23.9% ! 18.3% ' 18.2% | 17.9% | 17.4%
29.3 29.7 28.9 28.6 28.7 29.0 29.2 29.4
7.5 7.4 7.5 7.6 8.2 |\ 8.5 9.4 9.9

; 18.0 18.7 | 19.0 19.0 17.0

Corrections Division ADP Support Services
Data Base Known to Computer as of 3/11/80
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PROPORTIONS BY CRIME

X1V

NEW COMMITMENTS KECEIVED

AT OREGON FELONY INSTITUTIONS

by Fiscal Year,1962-63 toc 1978-79
by Type of Primary Offense

each Type Shown as Unduplicated % of Total Receptions

1

80% -

60% A

FISCAL YEAR

SOURCE: CORRECTIONS DIVISIOW
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"\, INSTITUTION PAROLE REVOCATION ADMISSIONS AS
COMPARED WITH OREGON PAROLE FIELD LOAD

BY QUARTER,'JANUARY 1, 1976 TO DECEMBER 31, 1979 v
C?gglgoFs ' ';aro]e bei PenEentage
By Quarter Admitted pZSE?Siioﬁ”f 5?5?;§ors
1976 S ] ~
January - March n 1 S
April - June 74 1,392 5.3%
uly - September ] 1,461 ' "4.2%
October - December ‘D${§7 1,562 4.9%
Total 283 - Average ' 1,440 Average 4,9%
1977
January - March 89 4‘:> 1,660 - 5,43
April - June 73 1,723 4.2%
July - September 53 1,818 2.9% -
October - December 95 1,889 &o%/
Total _ 310 ‘ Avéfage 1,773 Average 4,49
1978
danuary ~ March 89 ' 1,971 4.9%
April = June m N 2,023 3.5%
July - September 74 2,123 3.5%
October - December 09 2,204 4,94
Total 383 . Average 2,065 Average 4.2%
1979 s . o
January - March 6 : 2,291 5,59+
April - Jure v g y 2,339 : 6.3
July - September {””QJ' 183 - o 2,391 : = 7n?%
October - December . ' 172 L k 2,451 L 7;6% ,
Total 629 Average 23368 Average . 6,6%

*February 1979 po]fcy decision to ‘permit the admission of parole suspension
cases pending decision on whethar revocation "is appropriate,

'i‘\J
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XVI
STATE BED SPACE NEEDS
BY "RISK GROUP" PROJECTIONS
1980 - 1990

| TOTAL DIVISION ACTUAL BED ouT
YEAR RISK GROUP RESPONSIBILITY NEEDS (X.89) COUNT °
1980 . 360,064 3,35 2,977 - 368
1981 365,549 3,396 13,022 374
1982 369,201 3,430 3,053 : 377
1982 371,089 3,447 3,068 379
1984 371,347 3,450 3,071 379
1985 370,170 3,441 3,062 379
1986 367,843 3,417 3,001 376
1987 364,681 3,388 ‘ 3,015 373
1988 361,089 3,355 2,986 369
1989 357,530 3,321 2,956 365
1990 354,537 3,294 2,932 362
SOURCE:’ 'P.S.U. Revised'Pkojéttion Interpoiated“by Corréctions

ASSUMPTIONS:

Division Staff. Corrections Division.

(1) Book population will be .92% of risk group.
. {2) 11% of book population will be on out count. ,
(3) A11 other variables held constant (including: parole
~policies; sentencing practices; crime, arrest, pro-
secution rates; court use of probation; etc,)
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XVII

STATE BED NEEDS PROJECTIONS COMPARED
WITH PRESENT STATE DESIGN CAPACITY

1980-1990
GENERAL DESIGN CAPACITY GENERAL PLUS SPECIAL
BED NEEDS (SINGLE CELL PLUS 50 SQ. FT. DESIGN CAPACITY
(BASED ON RISK PER INMATE DORMITORY SPACE) | (INCLUDES SPECIAL USE CELLS)
YEAR | GROUP PROJECTIONS) CAPACITY | SHORTAGE CAPACITY | SHORTAGE
1980 | 2,977 2,547 430 2,772 205
1981 3,022 . 2,547 475 2,772 250
1982 | 3,053 2,547 506 2,772 28]
1983 3,068 | 2,547 521 2,772 296
1984 3,071 2,547 524 2,772 299
1985 3,062 ' 2,547 515 2,772 290
1986 3,061 2,547 494 2,772 269
1987 3,015 o 2,547 468 2,772 243
1988 2,986 | 2,547 439 2,772 214
1989 2,956 2,547 409 2,772 184
{1990 2,932 2,547 . 385 2,772 160

SOURCE: P. S U. Rev1sed PrOJect1on Interpo]ated By Correct1ons D1v1s10n Staff
) sCorrectionsy:D: v1s1on 3 f;;.,dh.:» CBE L ,ﬁ,»uf :

a??‘,);, ; ’ “‘i B ; ""9

 ASSUMPTIONS: (1) Book popu]at1on w111 be 92% of r1sk groupg

2)+11% of. book population will be.on; out:icount. 7 ..
Aldeother:variables: held: constant«(1nc1ud1hg paro]e po11c1es,

i Sentencing practices;: cr1me ‘arrest, pYosecut1on rates; court
i USET ofeprobat1on, etc ) o rEningd
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PROJECTED MAY ‘1 FELONY INMATES, BY YEAR, BY COUNTY

BASED ON 5/1/80 BOOK INMATE POPULATION AND COUNTY RISK GROUP PROJECTIONS

SOURCE: P.S.U, Revised Projections Interpolated by Corrections

COUNTY 5/1/80 5/1/81 5/1/82 5/1/83 5/1/84 5/1/85 5/1/86 5/1/87 5/1/88 5/1/89 5/1/90
Baker 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19 19 19 19
Benton 60 61 63 63 64 64 64 63 63 62 62
Clackamas 128 130 131 132 133 134 135 137 138 140 142
Clatsop 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 26 26 26
_.CaTlumbia 24 29 27 27 27 27 26 26 26 26 25
“"Coos 84 85 86 86 85 85 84 - 83 82 81 80
Crook 13 13 13 14 14 14 13 13 13 13 12
Curry 22 13 13 13 13 13 12 13 13 13 12
Deschutes 67 69 70 71 71 71 71 71 70 69 68
Douglas 128 130 131 131 131 131 129 128 129 125 124
Gilliam 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
firant 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Harney 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
Hood River 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 17 17 17
dJackson . 159 162 164 165 166 165 165 163 161 159 158
Jeffersrn. 28 28 29 29 29 29 29 28 28 28 27
Josephine 65 67 . 68 ‘68 69 69 68 67 67 67 66 -
Klamath 72 73 74 74 74 74 73 72 71 70 69
Lake : 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 -6 6 6
Lane 444 452 457 460 461 460 457 453 448 442 438
Lincoln 75 76 76 77 77 76 76 75 74 73 72
Linp 127 129 131 132 132 131 131 129 128 126 128
Halheur 24 24 24 24 24 24 24 23 16 23 23
Harion 176 179 181 182 181 181 180 178 176 174 172
Horrow 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Multnomah 1090 1099 1103 1104 1099 1091 1080 1066 1049 1034 1019
Polk 33 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 33 33 33
Sherman 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Tillamook 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 24 24 24 23
Umatilla 98 99 100 100 100 99 99 97 96 95 93
Union 20 20 21 21 21 21 21 20 20 20 20
Wallowa - - - - - - - - - - -
Hasco 21 21 21 21 20 21 20 20 20 20 19
Hashington 122 125 127 128 129 129 128 127 126 125 124
Hheeler 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Yamhil1 35 40 41 41 41 40 40 40 40 39 38
STATE TOTALS* 3273 3323 3356 3373 3376 3365 3344 3315 3282 3250 3223

NOTE: -County totals may not equal state totals for 2 reasons: 1) state totals include interstate transfers and unreported;

and, 2) because of variations in computational methods.

ORC:. 6/80
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THE APPLICANTS

The primary purpose of the first stage of the Task Force effort was to
establish thg parameters withinvwhich app]icatjons fqr assistange from local

Question #1

What are our needs:

present and projected for Tocal and

state systems?

Response:

The Task Force determined that the preferred
measurements for purposes of projecting future
facilities space needs are: for felons - the
"risk group" population projections; and, for
misdemeanants - an analysis of jail usage patterns
(number of beds used per 1,000 population).

'Question #2 What type of facility is needed; for whom? .

Response:

The Task Force determined that Regionai Correc-
tional Facilities in Oregon should be medium
security institutions for male and female mis-
demeanants and felons With no specific limita-
tions regarding either length of sentence or
classification of offense. In consideration of
this absence of Timitations, the Task Force di-
rected the Corrections Division to establish a
"screening" process for all persons admitted to
a Regional Facility through the Division.

== Question #3 Who should have adminiétrative responsibility for the planning,

construction and operation of a Regional Facility?

Response:

.
L

The Task Force has determined that the primary
responsibility for the construction and oper-
ation of a Regional Correctional Facility should
rest with the State. However, the Task Force
Guidelines leave open the possibility of Jocal
government operation through contract with the
State. '

42~
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Question #4

Question #5

How would a Regional Facility interrelate with corrections
agencies/programs/services already at work in the region?

Response:

Who should
Facility?

Response:

The Task Force found that the best method of
ensuring the fulj interre]ationship of a Regional
Facility with existing corrections agencies, pro-

pay for the construction and operation of a Regional

The Task Force determined that the State should
fund 100% of the construction costs of a Regional
Facility. It was, of course, noted that the cur-
rent statutes (ORS 169.610-169.680) Timit the State
financial contribution to 50% of construction costs.

The Task Force determined that operations costs

of a Regional Facility should be allocated propor-
tionately among the State and participating local
governments on a per diem yse basis. Under such a
funding formula, loca] Jovernments would be expected
to obligate for a minimum number of beds.

The Guidelines which follow are the form in which these Task Force positions

were communicated to Tocal] governments.

-43-
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GOVERNOR'S TASK FORCE
ON T
REGIONAL CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES [

APPLICATION GUIDELINES

The GOVERNOR'S TASK FORCE has established the following de.criptive guide-
Tines for the development of Regional Correctional Facilities in Oregon.

CATEGORY GUIDELINE

I. TYPE OF FACILITY

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS Regional Correctional Facilities should
be designed to house only sentenced
adults. The design should allow for the
incarceration of both male and female
misdemeanants and felons.

The Task Force Guidelines place no re-
strictions on length or type of sentence.

SIZE “ Facility size should be no smaller than
250 beds, nor larger than 750 beds.

The preferred types of measurements to
i be used in determining size needs are:
for felons - "risk group" population
projections; .and, for misdemeanants -
an analysis of bed use per 1,000 popula-
- tion.

DEGREE OF SECURITY i The facility should be a medium security
‘ facitity.

II.  OPERATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY i | The primary responsibility for the opera-
' o tion of a Regional Correctional Facility
should rest with the State; however, the
8 possibility of local government operation
‘ through contract with the State is not
precluded under these guidelines.

~45-
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ITI. FINANCING S g

“ | CONSTRUCTION The State should Finance 100% of the A AR Gat o pracessiia rowide. a context yithin whichdi ffening docal

L : S il construction costs of a Regional Cor-

g ; Se 3 b 30Vernment. positions .could be wiewed, and; evaluated. : The.application requested
o rectional Facility. e {:.Evtf- FETES, St F..d,z At I B tugted. { 4 1 q
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+or968] government, respanses; in SiX.Areasi ac wonpsy it (I :adivacsl
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NOTE: .-Present State 1aw (169.680[2])

ETEITINE S TP 3 11m1ts ‘the State contribution to a . add opfwol T boaad A oy adentalins Loy esunnpe ol (R szenivvar
o - R REE N Regional Facility to no more than 5OA 1 " Statement of Need - i )
5 Lo i : : o . ' of construction COS"'S. Biai® wag 10 20000 Boe oof Wi gd S . tf Lo CIECA SO T O S ".'grzf;f‘i"‘ . :
f : y The Task Force' recommends "two” measures of future correctional facilities L
; OPERATIONS Both State and Local government shoul T T Lviow G et teatieaand woioemad\oa iy o
E | be resgon51b1e for_opgrat1on Cﬁsts on space needs~ 1Y for fe]ons - "r1sk group” projections will be provided i
a per diem use basis for all those NPT EesT Daruraes wdd atsb :

| - housed in a Regional Facility under

: . . L e for your region by Corrections D1v1s1on and Task Force staff; and 2) for
i _ R their respective jurisdictions.

- ¥yt iﬁl?t,‘fv—l* o

m1sdemeanants - an ana]ys1s of bed usage per 1,000 popu]at1on 15 to be *f

Participattng’1oca1 gOvernuents are

A . ~ eonnn bt asstl odr et oo Tog pabamrioon G berdai{dries wen aven st et
- expected to be obligated for the costs conducted by the 1oca1 governments in your app]v1ng reg1on. For your
| of a m1n1mum number of oeds. B ” T
= VRPN ‘ . , ; conven1ence, a suggested reportlng format for the m1sdemeanant measure
» I o L , : NOTE When used by 1oca] government PBonl P0 dntse S08 o ke " “oo mERG
- SRR e T 1 for the incarceration of felons sen- is attached P]ease 1nc]ude in th1s app]1cat1on a fu11 descr1pt1on of
oy » : tenced to one year or less as a con- Cenn sy atBobbiul A : LAk o Bo St N St v
- dition of probation, thg Reg1ona1 ' your exast1ng fac111t1es, the1r usage patterns, and progect1ons of
Facility is to be considered an exten- foaef %0 Lvns s s bas Wiy sed bue0goid YUoY 1o e3e03 badast

sion of the local facility, thus not
“ T T T I . : S activating the Community Corrections
[ ‘ | payback requirement.

future needs for bed space for both misdemeanant and felon populations.

rfabiu aav03 [ _.mutdogitdencs 230 qot afldsltevs 2haud
% %s statement shodﬁdﬁa1so descr1%e any efforts presently underway to

[arnipsf afdd HL grvxdu v - pieg ad [Iiw Jjpoe enofgsvean Ier) alsqinidns
minimize bed space needs in your region.

mumintn 5 o3 barsni fdo ainemavaves Feo0! uaidsdinfinny piv viilios
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To 5 2u honnald il eibyoesh secaid  ahad o vadmun
Th ?%sk For%% bu1d q1nes stress the importance of full involvement

The planning for, and implementation

‘ . of, a Regional Correctional Facility

v oo« g .1l should include both citizen involvement
: : : and the participation of social service,
mental health, law enforcement and cor-
rections professionals, and other

L IV, PLANNING
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appropriate groups and agencies.

v
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agencies of government and your communities in tk>

planning of a Regional Facility. 5

(3iliost sid Yo_nofisyego vot ]
Please 1ist all agencies and community

. . g .- sl enobdsveq0 @
3 _ groups involved in the preparation of this appTication and briefly
noiisws 0 afF ~vo¥ vaifrdianngeay yuentyg adr sos{a 2enfive wid 82407 sl adT
q , describe the type of 1nvo1vemeﬁt of each‘

(jrrrasi gnJ ﬁu NG jﬁﬁ?ac1 ﬁ%vswo cetode add .3nw vitTins® fsnotpsd s 1o

.bebulosn on I sjﬁ i iosw ago douonnd Jnomptiavop [sool vd
Please describ tne type of fac111t§ you W1sﬁ to prgpose Th1s descrip-

LAOTPAY Yoy 10? I'd 5?9%( =0 dobdw psfg spoidsyega add sdrvsesh aesald
e tio sﬁoufd 1nc ude: 13 tHe fac%]1t; s#7e and projected use pattern for

both misdemeanant and felon populations; and 2) the types of program

services anticipated to be delipéred.
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. Impact Statement - -

The Task Force requests that you include in this application a statement

deseribing the anticipated "impact" of a Rebiona] Faci]ity on existing
Field:Services and Commurity Corrections programs Th1s statement shou]d

describe: 1) the manner 1n which you now ut111ze these programs and/or

services; 2) the changes you anticipate to be requ1red'fo]1ow1ng the
openirg of the Regional Facility; and 3)'the types and sizes of new Field
Service/Community Corrections programs that would be necessary to accommo-

date the Regicnal thi?it&i

funds ava11ab]e “for its construct1on

for operation of the facility.

Financing Plan -
The Task Force has estab1ﬁshed as reCommended policy that the State finance

1007f0f"the construction costs of a Regiona] Facility. Under current

State statutes (169.680[2]) the State is l1m1ted to a 507 match of 1oca1

funds for-construction of a Reg1ona1 Fac111ty P]ease 1nd1cate the pro—

f

jeckéd Eosts of your proposed fac1]1ty and the amount, 1f any, of 1oca1

A]so the Task Force Gu1de]1nes
anticipate that operat1ons costs will be pa1d for by users of the Reg1ona1

Facility with participating Tocal governments obligated to a minimum

number of beds.

pating local government and indicate the anticipated cost per bed per diem

Operations Plan -

~The Task Force Guidelines place the primary responsibility for the operation -4

of a Regional Facility with the State. However, operation of the fazility
by local government through contract mﬁth the State is not precluded.

Please describe the operations plan which is preferable for your region.

-48-
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The Application along with a copy of the Task Force Guidelines was mailed
to each county government. While inquiries indicating interest were received
from a number of counties, only two applications were submitted. The applicant
regions - the Mid-Valley region, including Marion, Polk and Yamhill counties;
and, the Metropolitan region, including Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington
counties - include six counties which contain more than 50% of the State's total
population. Following is a brief summary/analysis of each application. The

complete applications as submitted are available in Appendix II of this report.
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'MID-VALLEY REGION
MARION, POLK, AND YAMHILL

Is the need for this facility adequately demonstrated?

A) The Marion and Yamhill facilities are reported operating at or above capacity;
‘ the Polk facility is reported operating at 50% of capacity.

B) Using a bookings rate per 1,000 general population analysis of the previous
six years, the Mid»Va11ey'region reports an anticipated increase in average
daily jail population of approximateiy 10 per year during the next 20 years.
This projection places the region's jail average daily population (ADP) at
approximately 400 by the year 2000. The data to allow the computation of
projected ADP's for Polk and Yamhill counties is not available. Use of the
ADP/general population ratio projection approach with the Marion coﬁnty data
produced a projected ADP for the yeaf 2000 of 220 - appfoximate1y 50 below
‘the projected inmate population derived f;ﬁm the bookings projection offered
in the proposal. (Table XIX, at the engjof this chapter.)

C) The risk group (ages 15-29) for this region is expected to remain at or near
its present 1eve1 through the early 1990's, after which rapid increases to
the year ZOOO are predicted. It is anticipated that commitments to the
state institutions from this regioﬁ will reméin 1h the 135-150 range through

1995.

D) Of the total region jail population, approximately 45% are reported to be

senténced dffenders.’ In Marion county, the senféncedkpopulation is one-
half felons and one-ha]f misdemeanants; Using 1979 average daily population
figures, approxjmate]y‘BO inmatgs now sentenced to jails in the régién would
qua1ffy for transfer to é reg;ona] facility under the existing Task Force

guidelines.
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2. Have reasonable efforts to minimize bed space needs been demonstrated?
An extensive discussion of Marion county efforts to minimize bed space needs
is provided in the proposal. Similar information is not provided for Polk
and Yamhill counties. |
NOTE: The proposal suggests that a more aggressive pre-trial release pro-
gram would "be conducive to reducing...projected bookings and projected
inmate population in Yamhill county."

PLANNING

1. Does the planning process described allow for full participation of other
agencies of government and the community-at-Targe in the examination of
concerns leading to the development of this facility?
Yes; the proposal documents efforts going back to 1972.

THE FACILITY |

1. Does the proposed facility fall within the Task Force Guidelines?

A) Population Characteristics

Possibly; the proposed design:anticipates a capacity for sentenced male

and female, misdemeanants and felons. However, the attached cover letter
from the Yamhill County Commission indicates a presentence facility pro-
posal which falls outside the Task Force Guidelines.

B) Size
Yes, the proposed facility would have 120 county spaces and 200 state
spaces - total 320.

C) Security |

Yes, medium security.

-51-
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Are facility design and use patterns included?

Design - it is assumed the design, though not described, would meet
ACA standards.
- it is suggested that the design a1Tow¥f0r a co-sited pre-sentenced
facility for 160‘inmates to operate from the core service component of
fhe sentenced facility.:
Use Pattern - the region's use of space is projected to increase from 67
in 1980 to 142 in the vear 2000. Marion county is projected to use
slightly more than 50% of this county space.
NOTE: This approach would result in a significant under--utilization of the

Polk county facility to the year 2000;

IMPACT ON FIELD SERVICES

Has the proposal included a thorough analysis of the potential relationships

between the proposed facility and field services/community corrections program?

QMR S o

B) Operations - the anticipated operations costs are $20.00 per inmate,

per day.

NOTE: The operations costs appear low.
Jackson County - $40.00/day
Lane County - $40.00/day
0SCI - $32.29/day

OPERATIONS

Does the operations plan presented meet the Task Force Guidelines?

No specific plan is proposed pending determination of both the State's required

space needs and the type of inmate to be housed in the facility.

OVERVIEW

In composite, does the proposal adequately address the points of inquiry pre-

sented in the Task Force Guidelines and Local Government Application?

The region provides no analysis. No change in Tocal services is anticipated in

the proposal.

FINANCING

Does the proposed financing plan reflect a full analysis of the costs of establish- ¥

ing and operating & regional facility?

A)  Construction - the proposed construction costs are based upon $110 per square
foot. The 131,500 sq. ft. facility would cost $14,500,000. Of this amount,

the county proposes to explore the possibility of county payback for 49,500

sq. ft. ($5,500,000) at $14.38 per diem per inmate space allocated during a
30 yeér period.
NOTE: The construction costs appear Tow.
Clatsop Couwty - 1977 bid - $120.00/sq. ft.
Jackson County - 1978 bid - $ 96.60/sq. ft.

Lane County -.1979 bid - $126.00/sq. ft.
‘ -52-

Yes; however the Yamhill county position concerning pre-sentence inmate use is
unclear and the Marion county need projections may be somewhat high. Also, the
potenfia] under-utilization of the Polk county facility and the absence of an
aggressive pre-trial release program both appear to run contrary to the Task

Force interest in insuring full use of all available facility resources.

-53-

B T TN S gt N S A




SIS U Y S

it

g e L LY B

METROPOLITAN REGION

CLACKAMAS, MULTNOMAH, WASHINGTON

Is the need for this facility adequately demonstrated?

A)
B)

The present six facilities are all reported as operating at or above capacity.
A usage rate per 1,000 general population analysis of the previous five year
period, 1975-1979 inclusive, indicates that the Metropolitan region should
anticipate an increase is average daily jail population of approximately 20
per year during the nexyL <0 years. This projection places the region's jail
ADP in the 1,000-1,200 range by the year 2000. (Table XX, at the end of
this chapter.) |

NOTE: If risk group based projections were to prove to be a more accurate

predictor of jail space needs than total population based projections, the

above reported future jail space needs would be axpected to drop significantly.

The risk group (ages 15-29) for this region ic projected to remain at or hear
its present level thfough 1995, then increase oy 11% (33,544) during the last
five years of the decade. It is anticipated that commitments to the state
from this région will remain at the 625-650 range through 1995 énd then

increase to the 700 Tevel by the year 2000.

During 1979, the reported total sentenced jail population was 280 - 36% of

total inmate population. Of these sentenced inmates, 165 were reported to
bemfeTons and 115 misdemeanants. This portion of the present region's jail
population would qualify for transfer to a regional facility under the ex-

isting Task Force quidelines.

Have reasonable efforts to minimize bed space needs been demonstrated?

This region reports an increase of 26* in felony probation during the years 1977-

1979, with a corresponding 7'- decrease in state commitments. Although no explicit

-54-
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information regarding reductfon in jail use is provided, the evidence of a

39%

increase in misdemeanant cases during the 1977-1979 period compared with

a 10% increase in jail average daily population indicates that such.efforts

are

under way. (A description of the posifive~impact~of Field Services/

Community Corrections is provided.in section four of the application.)

PLANNING

1. Does the planning process describéd allow for full participation of other agencies

THE

of government and the community—at—]arge iﬁithe examination of concerns leading to

the

development of this faéi]ity?l

A list of "pTanning particibants";and an ihter-coUnty agreement are provided.

FACILITY

A)

Does the proposed facility fall within the Task Force GuideTinps?

Yes, the proposed desfgn antitipates a capacity for sentenced male and‘femafe;

Yes, the proposed facility would house 300 inmates, with the possibility of

i

{

facility design and use patterns included?

Design - the design is drawn to meet ACA standards and would contain twelve

"26 person" modules - four with dndividual rooms and eight dormitories..

Population Characteristics
misdémeanants and felons.
B) Size
expansion to 500.
C) Security
Yes, medium secirity,
Are
A)
B)

Use Pattern - no use pattern is provided.
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IMPACT ON FIELD SERVICES %

1. Has the proposal included a thorough- analysis of the potential re]ationsh%ps

between the proposed facility and.field services/community corrections programs?

Yes; A) A description of the existing Field Services and Community Corrections

‘programs for each county are included.

B) The proposal lists as positive changes to follow the opening of a
regiqna] faci]ity: 1) a new sentencing resource; 2) a positive im-
pact'on exist}ng fiald servfbeé; 3) Eeliéf of 1nst%t0tiona1 over-
ckowding; ahd 4)'h7;£er fntergovernmenta1‘cooperatién.‘

C) An egtimated 10% 1ncreasé in Field Services/Community‘Correctioné

resources, exclusive of inflationary increases, is provided.

FINANCING

1. Does the proposed financing plan reflect a full anaTysisﬂof the cdsts of establish-

ing and operating a regional faciiity?

A) Qgp§§rgggygﬁ - the proposed cgnstruction costs rénge between $12,900,000 and
$14,348,939. A local match of $6,450,000 is identified. o

B) Qgggpﬁipp§:f the anticipated éperations costs are $27.49 per inmate, per day.

NOTE: The operations costé appear low - see note, page 53,

OPERATIONS

1. Does_the operations plan presented meet the Task Force Guidelines?

Yes; the operatidnsAp1an proposes*State management of the facility with an
"Operational Council” composed of: representatives of the participating govern-
ments avai]qb]e‘iO‘address‘“genenal management:and‘po1icy considerations."

‘i
OVERVIEN

1. In composite, does the proposal ﬁﬁpgy@ﬁgjy~gﬁﬁr§§§_jjg;jgﬁnts of inquiry presented

in the Task Force Guidelines and Local Government Application?

Yés; however, the absence ofboth an anticipated use pattern for the proposed
.=56-
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facility and a more complete analysis of prior jail use in the region makes
it difficult to accurately assess the potential impact on either the region
or the State.

The following section from the proposal provided under the heading State Expense

(pp. 58-60) would indicate a 203 bed allocation for state use.

Class C felons sentenced to prison in recent years have averaged
about 270 (SCD figure - county figures significantly less). At
established length of sentence (8.2 months) this would account
for an ADP of 175. A1l of these sentenced felons could be accom-
modateg, and the cost per day is about $1.00 Tess (or $250 per
inmate).

Other felons are the responsibility of SCD and there is no reason
for counties to assume responsibility for them. Using current ADP
figures, an 8.2 month length sentence and a 95 percent occupancy
figure, an additional 43 ADP could be accommodated - representing
an annual intake of 63.

Therefore, with counties assuming responsibility only for mis-
demeanants (67 ADP now) the state would be able to house an ADP
of 203. This would represent an annual intake of 333 felons.

County interests focus on the ability to expand their reserved
capacity for misdemeanants as future needs dictate. Decisions
about whether to assume any responsibility for Class C felons
would be made individually by the counties. The SCD would be
greatly interested in having the counties assume this responsi-
bility because the relatively shorter sentence possible under
county sentencing rules would produce a net potential increase
in intake over figures cited above.

This is followed on p. 64 with the following statement.

At this time, no firm agreements have been made on the general
allocation of RCSO capacity among the partners. This will be
dependent on the important decision regarding Class C felons
as summarized in the "County Expense" portion of the response
to Item Four.

The issues raised in the above quoted sections of the proposal should be
addressed early in the planning process of a regional facility to be sited
in the Metropolitan Region.
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BED SPACE NEEDS PROJLCTIONS

&
e
14
R
o
i
7
L
e
&

px
4

i

2 .
skl
it
R |
v - "
g
&
4,
.
o
.
;

1
N « :
[
mﬁéf
=
e

XIX

PAST/PROJECTED

, AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION
(BASED ON INCARCERATION RATE PER 1,000 CITY/COUNTY POPULATION)

MID-VALLEY REGION

(Thig'Projéction Includes Only Data From Marion County*)

CITY/COUNTY

[ RATE PER

AVERAGE
DAILY POPULATION

|

S pr rojection made us1ng a's year'averaop rate per 1,000 popu]ab1on

\

y
s

e I
'\) AN
\ et
-

___ YEAR POPULATION 1000 POPULATION é !
1975 166,900 .56 i' 95 }
1976 173,300 : .55 | 96 |
1977 177,700 .60 s 107 i

i : 5

v 1978 187,300 - .60 : b 113 ?
1979 . 193,500 .59 - 114 B

B ff Y : ' l,

.5 Year v §

3Avepages .58 i

P PROJECTED CITY/ ESTIMATED RATE PER PROJECTED AVERAGE

T YEAR i COUNTY POPULATION 1000 POPULATION : DAILY PQPULATION

é 1230 200,900%* . 58%*% % : 116

. 1985 240,600%+ .58 ﬁ 139

1990 283,000%* .58 § 164

{ 1995 1329,500%% .58 o 191 ,

4 . A : !

i 2000 377,000%+ 158 : 219 :
*Data was not available to a11ow for a s1m11ar analysis of Polk and Yamhill
counties. . . : . | ‘ ,

**This data, prov1ded by app11cant as. progected county popu]at1on to the year
2000, appear quite high when compared Wwith the most recent Portland State
University prOJect1ons prOV1ded on page 29 of this report.. \
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] PAST/PROJECTED | - l
L | ‘ AVERAGE DAILY INMATE POPULATION “ — ]
: (BASED ON INCARCERATION RATE PER 1,000 CITY/COUNTY POPULATION) | N3

METROPOL ITAN REGION | | o ' ©

(Combined Totals For Clackamas, Mu]ﬁpomah, and Washington Counties)

YEAR

l f i p RN
CITY/COUNTY RATE PER AVERAGE 3 g_.ﬁ ?a_ﬁg 5 B
{  DAILY POPULATION ! p B A B!

POPULATION

1000 POPULATION

1975 -
1976

939,000

.68
.68

636*
647*

954,000 .
, Ter7 968,000 73 708> | g-ﬂt “"g
- SRR LYE R 984,000 | 77 b 762% ¥ | ;5'“‘ :"‘g; RISK GROUP DATA v

{ - - : . - gl .
| PR 1041000 - CoTe 77 — | FOR

B Vear - : ' = , E T | APPLICANT REGIONS . | PR R
" Averages | R .72 ' , ——" L ) ; ' B S

Ll T PROJECTED CITV/ | ESTIVATED RATE PER | PROJECTED AVERAGE | |
' YEAR . COUNTY POPULATION ! 1000 PUPULATION DAILY POPULATION | 9 = =

IR 1980 ,‘ﬁ 1,026,000%% - | JEEx " 738 | .
| 813 4.k

1990 4,267,300 ] 72 ¢ | N2 |,

1985 1,130,700%% | 7

1995 0 1,392,800%% .72 | 1,002 ig;_% .
. ‘ ., ,‘ ~ ‘ T

/20000, 1,520,900%%  f 72 1,094 i

*IL should be no%%d that some of these populat1on f1gures were arr1ved at R %g,__ 2
& by est1mate - . , i : , o e

**Data prov1ded by app]wcant T SRR g i ;é‘“* : "§ ; . :

***Prodect1on made us1ng 5 year average rate per 1, OOO popu1atwon Lo T !3\
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0 A COMPARISON OF CURRENT TOTAL POPULATION, "RISK GROUP" POPULATION, AND :

¥ | COMMITMENTS TO STATE CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS, BY APPLICANT COUNTY :

; TOTAL POPULATION RISK GROUP POPULATION INSTITUTIONAL i
3 Males 15-29 COMMITMENTS §
i Year: 1979 Year: 1980 Year: 1979 :

o NUMBER _ PERCENTAGE ~ NUMBER  PERCENTAGE NUMBER _ PERCENTAGE A

J , & w i

i"()‘%
o - MID-VALLEY :
,§ Marion 191,000 7.51% 26,242 7.29% 90 5.08% o
; Polk 45,000 1.81% 6,911 1.92% 22 1,284
)| |
3 X1 Yamhi11 51,200 2.01% 6,904 1.92% 25 1.41%
g —
o L . TOTALS 288,200  11,33% 40,057  11,13% - 137 7,73%
Y RISK GROUP POPULATION PROJECTIONS

o > BY APPLICANT REGION/COUNTY
. 1975 ~ 1990 :
- METROPOL ITAN
. 1975 1980 1985 1990 Clackamas 231,000 9.08% 30,739 8.54% 74 ERV
Ry MID-VALLEY ' : : | ° Multnomah 558,600  21.96% 81,920  22,75% 492 27.75%

: N Marion 22,208 26,242 26,999 25,622 Washington 222,100 8.73% 32,631 9.06% 59. 3,33%
"T i . \\\\’ T ! ' : _—

. ' : = : | . 6,842 ‘
" (o Palk [y PadeB 8,911 75105 ’ TOTALS 1,011,700  39.77% 145,290 40,359 625  35,25% 1
o : Yamhill 5,982 6,904 7,043 6,681
g»g TOTALS 33,912 40,057 41,208 39,145

’ METROPOLITAN SOURCE: ~ Total Population - 1979 P.S.U. Published Estimates
i - Risk Group Population - P_S.U. Revised Projections - 5/80

] Clackamas - 24,760 30,739 32,181 -+ 34,085 Institutional Commitments - Corrections Division :

A ~ Multnomah 75,296 . 81,920 82,028 76,573

Washington 25,359 32,631 34,482 33,096
OTOTALS 125,415 145,200 148,691 143,754 :
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FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND RATIONALES

The Task Force focused its inquiry in four areas: 1) an analysis of

present and future corrections facilities space needs; 2) an examination

of potentially advantageou5'working relationships between local and state

governments in the construction and operation of Regional Correctional

Fac1]1t1es, 3) the anticipated 1nterre1at1onsh1ps between Community Cor-

,recfhons and Field Services Programs and Regional Correctional Fac111t1es,
and, 4) the statutory implications of recommendat1ons in the previous three

areas. Fo]]ow1ng are the Task Force Findings and Recommendations organized

into these four areas.

SPACE NEEDS
FINDING: The immediate need for seven hundred and fifty (750) additiona]
medium security beds in the Portland metropoﬁitan area. Three
hundred of these beds are found to be’néeded$for sentenced mis-

demeanants and minor felons from Clackamas, Multnomah and

Washington counties. The remaining fpur hundred and fifty

beds are found to be needed by the State.

RECOMMENDATION:

4s a first priority, the construction of seven hundred and
fif%y néw'medium cecurity bed spaces for the combined use of
| "'C'Zczckamcz.s\J Multhnomah,iand Washington counties and the State.
RATIONALE :

The 1976 Governor's Task Force on Corrections fohnd that

“ovefcrowding has becoma‘a major problem in Oregon's three
state institutions...." The reported extended capacity of
the institutions at that time was 2,770 beds. The actuaf

institutional popu?ation count on Ottobefﬁ1, 1976 was 2,744

FINDING:

L4

Today the extended capacity of the Division is 2,861 with

an actual population on June 1, 1980 of 2,857. No major
facility expansion has occurred during the intervening four
years. The extended capacity is made possibie through double-
celling and conversion of office and recreation space to
dormitory usage. The present "single cell" capacity (including
5C sq. ft. per inmate dormitory space) is 2,547 beds. An
additional four hundred and fifty state beds would extend the
"single cell" capacity of the state system to 140 beds above
its June 1, 1980 actual population.

The Task Force subcommittee on Space Needs reported‘%}er—
crowded conditions in numerous local correctional facilities,
citing ten county jails with combined populations over maximum
of 134.

Other factors considered by the Task Force were continuing in-
creases in reported crime, arrests, and felony filings, and
the projected rapid growth in general population for the state
for the remainder of the century.

The three hundred bed allocation to the Metropolitan region was
based upon estimates of Tocal need presented orally to the |
Task Force during its application review and a projection

prepared by Task Force staff based upon jail usage patterns

" during the period 1975-1980.

* * * * * % * * * ¥ * * *

During the following two decades, the State should anticipate
additional bed space needs outside the Portland metropelitan

area.
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RECOMMENDATION:

RATIONALE:

FINDING:

- RECOMMENDATION:

The Mid-Valley region is projected to have an additional 120
bed need for sentenced misdemeanants and minor %e]ons by the

year 2000. -

As a second priority, the State should consider the construction
of a 320 bed medium security Regional Facility for the combined

use of Marion, Polk and Yamhill counties and the State.

While the need for immediate facilities relief was not found
to be as .great in the Mid-Valley area as in the Portland
metropolitan area, projections provided in the application for
assistance received from this region indicate a need for 120
to 140 more beds to meet local needs in the next 20 years.
Risk group projections indicate an increased state bed need

of approximately 260 beds above its June 1, 1980‘actu§]
population. The combination of anticipated 1oca1'and state

system needs of 120 and 200 beds’respectiVe]y,%resufted in the

-recommendation for a 320 bed facility in the Mid—Va11ey‘area.

* Tk % * * * * % % * * * *

Pressures to move to a single cell mode of operation may require

short-term bed space relief not avéilab]e through the construction

of a new facility.

The State examine the possibility of adding new bed spaces to

existing county facilities in the event chort-term relief is

o)
e

required.
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FE RECOMMENDATION:

It is anticipated that the pianning and coﬁstruction of a
Regional Correctioqg1kFac111ty will require 3-5 years. If = 7
authorization to proceed were received in the 1981 legislative
session, occupancy cou]d‘ﬁrobab1y not be ‘expected before 1985.
Added space to existing local facilities can be accomplished

much more rapidly, thus pfoviding short term relief to the

state system. Long term béd space relief to the localities
in which the additions would be built could occur through
later acquisition of these bedpspaces by 10;a1 governments.

* * * * * * * * * * * * ok

There is a need to construct new facilities to meet nationally

| recognized standards.

New correctional faeilitges in Oregon should be constructed =
to meet the standards estabiished by the American Correctional
Association.

To ensure a high quality correctional system and to avoid(the
potential management problems attendant witthﬁurtncha11énges
of deficient programming and{faci]ities ope{atfons, the State
should construct 1tswcorrectibna1 faci1ities to meet nationa{1y

recognized standards.
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inter-county bonding is limited. While it is recognized that

STATE/LOCAL RELATIONSHIP

the State is also facing budgetary pressures, the Task Force
FINDING: The management of Regional Correctional Facilities requires
1 tert stabilit felt the State to be in a stronger position to provide resources
ong-term stability. '
‘ for correctional facilities development than combinations of
There exists a need for increased options. for inmate placement )
ithin the stat £ : county governments. State funding could be accomplished by
within the state corrections system.
’ two means - appropriations from general revenues; or, through

RECOMMENDATION: The State assume management responsibility for Regional bonding. Use of the State's bonding authority for correctional

Correctional Facilities. facility construction would require a constitutional amendment

and voter approval of a levy.

RATIONALE: Career managers will provide the stability and experience
: ; * * * * * * * * * * * * *
necessary to ensure that Regional Facilities will be of maximum
benefit to the State. State management of these facilities FINDING: Individual government entities should each be responsible for

will also provide added flexibility in management of inmate the costs of operating their corrections systems.

populations throughout the state system. Further, this
RECOMMENDATION: Participating counties should pay for the bed spaces and programs
management approach appears best designed to avoid duplication ' -
: utilized by them in a Regional Correctional Facility on a cost
of habilitative programming. ' S '

, per diem basis.
* * * * * * * % * * * * * ) .
' ) Participating counties should obligate for a minimum number of

FINDING: Loca] goverhmehts are unable to provide the funding necessary bed spaces in a Regional Facility.

to assist in the construction of Regional Correctionhal Facilities.
' RATIONALE: The payment for space utilized on a cost per diem basis will

=

RECOMMENDATION: Construction of Regional Correctional Facilities should be allow each county to assume full responsibility for the operations

100% funded by the State. costs associated with the incarceration of misdemeanants and

minor felons sentenced to the regionail facility. County

RATIONALE: The combined effects of the recession, inflation, and property
obligation for a minimum number of bed spaces is required for

tax limitations have placed Tocal governments in particU]ar]y
sound fiscal and operations management.

difficult fiscal circumstances. The alternative revenue .

producing source available to the counties, bonding, presents

subs;antia] obstacles when attempted for purposes of inter-

county funding of construction. Further, experience with

-69-




"FINDING:

RECOMMENDATION:

RATIONALE:

FINDING:

RECOMMENDATION:

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS/FIELD SERVICES

The State can minimize both program and operating costs
associated with a Regional Correctional Facility by making

full use of community corrections programs.

The State formulate, as a part of its planning effort for
regional facilities, an operatiéns program that takes full
advantage of services now available through Community Cor-

rections and Field Services programs.

Existing Community Corrections and Field Services programs
provide numerous services which shou]d become complementing
program elements Qf a Regional Correctional Facility. These
services include: pre-release planning; education and
vocational placement; mental‘hea1th:and a]coho1 counse]ing

services; and, probation and paro]é supervision. The State

~ should avoid coét]y duplication offservices thrbugh planning

efforts which ensure full utilization of eXisting community

corrections and field services programs.

* * R % * * * * *‘, * * * *

That community corrections programs have been effective in

relieving popu1at10n.pressures on both Tocal and state cor-

rectional facilities and”wi]]JproQﬁde continued cost-effective

complements to Regional CorreétionéT Facilities.

Community corrections programs be maintained at their present

levels of  funding.
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RATIONALE:

FINDING:

RECOMMENDATION:

RATIONALE:

If credible community-based supervision services were not
available to the courts as primary sentencing options, |
experience indicates that commitments to both local and state
correctional facilities would incééase. The recommendations
for facility expansion contained in this report were developed
from the assumption that existing non-institutional sentencing

options would not be diminished.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * *

That counties not requesting assistance in the development of
Regional Correctional Facilities are also in need of additional
financial support to maiﬁtain‘and upgrade their correctional

program services.

The community corrections "payback' be eliminated for counties
that do not have Regional Correctional Facilities services

¥ 7 L
available to them.

Those counties not receiving the benefit of additional bed space
provided by the State through Regional Facilities should receive
equitable compenéation to assist in the improvement of their
corrections systems, The e]iminatioh of the community cor-
rections payback‘provides one avenue of compensafion to those

counties not able to benefit from the Regional Facilities program.

~72=
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FINDING:

RECOMMENDATION:

RATIONALE:

FINDING:

RECOMMENDATION:

RATIONALE:

Facilities requires a modification of existing statutes.

B it i,

FINDING:
STATUTORY IMPLICATIONS
The siting of Regional Facilities may present great difficulties
: gL R RECOMMENDATION:
under existing Taw.
The Legislq@ure enact a law, modeled after ORS Chapter 773
(which established landfill siting procedures for the Depart-
' RATIONALE:

ment of EmvironmentaZ‘QuaZity in the Métropolf%an Service
District), for the siting of Regional Correctional Facilities.
The new law should enable counties to first attempt to site
Regional Corrvectional Facilities. However, if the county
governments failed to do so, then the authority for siting

would vest with the State Corrections Division.

Since the development of regional facilities is seen to be in
the interests of both the user loca’ities and the Staté as a
whole, siting of these facilities should not be inerdinately
detained as a result of the failure of local governments in a

region to agree on appropriate Tocation.

* * * * * * * * * . % * * *

One hundred percent state funding of Regional Correctional

ORS 169.680 (2) be repealed.

The State is presently a more affective funding source for
cooperative inter-county/state construction efforts than the

counties themselves,

* T * * * * * * * * * *

-73-

Modification of the Community Corrections Act "payback"

provisions requires an amendment of existing statutes.

ORS 423.530 be amended to eliminate the "payback" requirement
for counties that do not have the resources of a Regional

Correctional Facility made available to them.

Counties that do not have a pressing need for additional bed
space for the hoUsing of sentenced misdemeanants and minor
felons nevertheless have continuing needs for assistance in

upgrading their corrections systems.
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